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June 9, 2015

TO: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: South Coast District Staff

SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO ITEMS W17a & W17b, APPEAL NOS. A-5-VEN-15-0026
and A-5-VEN-15-0027 FOR THE COMMISSION MEETING OF
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 10, 2015.

I. Applicants’ Letter

The Commission received a letter from the applicants’ representatives dated June 5, 2015, included
in this addendum. The letter requests that the Commission find that the appeals do not raise a
substantial issue. The letter reiterates that following the City’s final action and the filing of the
appeals, the applicants have submitted revised plans showing drought tolerant non-invasive
landscaping, gutters, downspouts, and rain barrels/cisterns in order to protect the biological
productivity of coastal waters. The letter and accompanying exhibits also assert that the project is
consistent with the community character of the area. Both of these issues were analyzed in the staff
report and the letter does not raise any new issues.

II. Public Correspondence

The Commission received 35 letters and one email in support of the project between June 5, 2015
and June 8, 2015, all forwarded by the applicants representatives and included in this addendum.
Most of the letters are in support of the unique architecture of the project and assert that it would
enhance the character of the local area.
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June 5, 2015
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

California Coastal Commission
c/o Commission Secretary :

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 1 7 -a,b
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Re:  Appeal Nos. A-5-VEN-15-0026, A-5-15-0027
416, 418-422 Grand Boulevard, Venice
Hearing Date: June 10, 2015- Items 17.a, b.
Opposition to Appeal

Dear Honorable Commissioners;

This office represents 422 Grand Blvd LLC and 416 Grand Blvd LLC, the respective owners of
properties located at 416 and 418-422 Grand Boulevard, Venice. Our clients concurrently sought
and obtained local coastal development permits to develop their respective properties with single
family residences. The City of Los Angeles approved a three-story 4,816 square foot dwelling on
two adjoining vacant lots located at 418 and 422 Grand Boulevard. On an adjacent vacant lot,
located at 416 Grand Boulevard, the City approved a two-story 1,064 square foot dwelling. The
approvals were appealed to the West Los Angeles Area Planning Commission, where the appeals
were denied.

Both projects have now been appealed to the Coastal Commission on the grounds that the project
has the potential to negatively affect the biological productivity of coastal waters and is not
consistent with the character of the surrounding area. In truth, both projects are entirely
consistent with the recent development pattern of the area, and are of a similar size and scale of
the numerous two- and three-story dwellings constructed on the subject and adjacent blocks. The
appellants bring this appeal primarily because of their objections to the design of the two
projects, which objections do not rise to the standard of finding a substantial issue as to the
conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. We write this letter in support of our client’s
request that the Coastal Commission deny the pending appeals of the City of Los Angeles’
(“City”) local coastal development permits for the respective projects.
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The Facts Support a Finding of No Substantial Issue.

Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local
government action carried out pursuant to Section 60600(b) unless it finds that no substantial
issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term “substantial issue” is
not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the
Commission’s regulation indicates that the Commission will not hear an appeal when it “finds
that the appeal raises no significant question.”

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, the appellants may nevertheless
obtain judicial review of the local government’s costal permit decision by filing a petition for
writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1094.5.

On behalf of our clients, we respectfully request that the Commission find that no substantial
issue exists with respect to whether the local government action conforms to the provisions of
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for the reasons set forth below.

A, The Projects Will Not Negatively Affect Biological Productivity of Coastal
Waters.

As stated above, the respective local CDPs have been appealed in part on the ground that they did
not include drainage or landscape plans, and therefore was inconsistent with Section 30231 of the
Coastal Act. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act reads:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion
of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.

However, as admitted in the Staff Report, after the appeals were filed, our clients submitted
revised plans showing drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping, gutters, downspouts, and rain
barrels/cisterns. While these elements were not specifically included in the respective projects
prior to approval of the local CDPs, the City-approved projects are conditioned on conformance
with the 2013 Green Building Code and the 2013 Building Code that mandate using energy
efficient appliances, green building materials, and water conservation in new developments. The
City-approved projects are likewise required to comply with the City’s Best Management

G&S/2076-001
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Practices for controlling runoff during and after construction. Moreover, the specific elements
discussed above are part of the respective projects at this time. Granting the appeals with respect
to this issue would most certainly be an idle act given the information now before the
Commission. No substantial issue exists with regard to the respective projects’ consistency with
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. '

B. The Projects Are Visually Compatible with the Character of the
Surrounding Area.

The second ground for the appeals is that the respective projects are inconsistent with the
community character of the area. The properties are located in the North Venice subarea of the
Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan. The surrounding neighborhood is eclectic, with properties
developed with 1- to 3-story single family and multi family dwellings with no prevailing
architectural style.

The proposed construction of a single-family dwelling on each site is consistent with the RD1.5
zoning and with the historic use of the properties, which were previously developed with duplex
buildings. The height, density, floor area, setback and parking for each home are consistent with
the requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan.
Each home is entirely consistent with the bulk and scale of the surrounding neighborhood.

It appears that the appellants’ primary objection to the respective projects is that the projects
appear to be designed as one residential compound. This is pure speculation, and design
criticisms and commentary most certainly do not rise to a substantial issue with regard to
consistency with the Coastal Act. In approving the subject projects, the City of Los Angeles
specifically found that the projects were consistent other three-story single family residences that
were recently approved by the Commission via de minimus waivers. Those developments were
found to be consistent with the community character and were determined to have no negative
impact on visual or coastal access. The same finding must be made here. The applicant’s
architect has prepared a point by point response to the issues raised in the Staff Report, which
response is attached as Exhibit “A.” Letters in support of the projects are attached as Exhibit
“B-”

No substantial issue exists with regard to the respective projects’ consistency with the Coastal
Act, and the Commission should decline to hear the subject appeals.

G&5,2076-001
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For the reasons stated above, we respectfully request that you deny the Appeals and
determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act, pursuant to Public Resources Code § 30625(b)(1).

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

GAINES & STACEY LLP

o = -

oz
FRED GAINES

By

cc: All Commission Members
Charles Lester, Executive Director
Commission Secretary
Jack Ainsworth
Charles Posner
Zach Rehm

G&S/2076-001
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

My wife and | have lived and worked in Venice for the past 18 years. We love calling Venice our home and
were originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the small city feel, walk ability and
the diversity in the architecture.

| personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. Isupport this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They've been more than patient with all the red tape that have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,

Louis Leal
1317 Palms Blvd
Venice, CA 90291



Thursday, June 4, 15
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

My husband and | have lived and worked in Venice for the past 18 years. We love calling Venice our home
and were originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the small city feel, walk ability
and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. I support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,

_( 1317 Paims Blvd
Vepice, CA 90291
" e



Thursday, June 4, 15
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners,

I wanted to express my support of the project at 416-418 Grand Blvd. Please approve this project as weill
as simitar ones in it's nature. | think the character of these projects add scale to the beautiful, unigue
neighborhoods in Venice.

My best,
o —
7 P P
o e
P { <
<
John Owens

14 Wavecrest Ave, Venice, CA 90291



Thursday. June 4 2015
RE: Project at 414 & 418 Grand Bivd

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I am wiiting this as I've been a long time resident of Venice. | wanted to write o letter
giving my 100% support of the project at 416 - 418 Grand Bivd. | think their projects are
amazing and actually bring a lot of character to Venice. The architecture is lovely and
something that brings a iot of value not only to the street but the entire neighborhood as
a whole. The quality of the build is impeccable and it is clear they put a lot of value and
good work info what they're doing. This is an eclectic community and properties like
theirs adds to the diverse, beautiful art | get to look at and love everyday.,

| appreciate your consideration.
PN

{l_\\A\y be;i:-, ;
>R ferne
Sam&i#ﬁ‘d Torres h

Resideny of 922 Milwood, Venice, CA
!

i
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Thursday, June 4, 15

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd

I’ve lived in Venice for a number of years and always enjoy all the eclectic styles and new projects that are
going in to the neighborhood, keeping Venice vibrant, fresh and unique. I understand that 416 & 418 Grand
Blvd are currently under review from the Coastal Commission and I wholeheartedly recommend you
approve the project, Not only are they in keeping with the current improvement of the neighborhood, but
they will also provide super cool, modern housing to all the amazing influx of people to Venice. People that
keep our community fresh, alive and cutting edge.

Thank you for supporting this project.

Q—_’v‘\_‘ —_ o

Luke Jones
567 Brooks Avenue
Venice, CA 90291



Wednesday, June 3, 2015
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners,

| encourage the board to honor the original approval of the project located at 416 & 418
Grand Blvd. As a long time resident of the Venice | appreciate and welcome the design
and quality of these projects. They add to and accent the wonderful character that
defines our Venice community.

CassandraMes
Dimmick Ave
Venice CA
90291




Thursday, June 4, 15
RE. Project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

t encourage the board to honor the original approval on this project located at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd.

O
Caroline BT}Er

6430 Green Valley Circle #125
Culver City, CA 90230



Thursday, June 4, 15
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

i love the quality of all the new projects and their architectural flavor it adds so much to the
neighborhood. | encourage the board to honor the original approval on this project iocated at 416 & 418
Grand Bivd. Thelr character and scale add to the eclectic neighborhood that | love.

Thank you in advance,

Emma Petersen
1524 Abbct Kinney Blvd
Venice, CA 80291.



Thursday. June 4", 2015

RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners,

As a long time resident of Venice with a love for all things architectural, | strongly encourage
the board to honor the original approval on this project located at 416-418 Grand Boulevard.
Please approve said project and others that are similar in nature. | truly believe they add to the
uniqueness of this city and would love to see more of them developed.

S
Thank yoy‘n advance,

A7
/ e /__,-“ # :’7

anessa Lessard
1524 Abbot Kinney Bivd.
Venice, CA 90291



June 4, 2014
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

1 work in Venice and enjoy seeing the new businesses and revitalization that is happening in this unique
area of Los Angeles. 1 heard about this project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd and support its development as it
will positively contribute aesthetically to the community and local landscape of Venice.

Thank you in advance,

o 0

Nicole Schlueter
1336 Oak Circle Drive
Glendale, CA 91208



Thursday, June 4, 15
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I've been a long time resident of Venice as a transplant from the East Coast.
What attracted me to Venice is the eclectic nature of the residents and the
architecture. | support the project at 416 — 418 Grand Blvd and love that quality
of all the new projects and their architectural flavor to my neighborhood. Please
approve this project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd and others that are similar in
nature. Their character and scale add to the eclectic neighborhood that | love.

Thank you in advance,
Kerry Ann Sullivan

1127 Harrison Avenue
Venice, CA 90291



Coastal Commissioners
200 Qceangate #1000
Long Beach, CA 90802
Re. 410 - 418 Grand Blvd

Thursday, June 4%, 2015

Dear Coastal Commission Commissioners,

[ am writing to you today with ragards to the neighbors who resently purchased
416 - 418 Grand Blvd in Venice, CA.

[ have lived in Venice for over 5 years now. There is a unique feel about this area,
which I love So much has changed in the vears | have been living here and [
must say it makes me very happy. 1 love the direction Venice is going with
regards to the unique homes bemg built.

[ have heard of the upcoming project designed by Melinda Grav for 416 - 418
Crand Blvd and I thmk it will really be sometting spectacular 1 love the
architectural designs of the new bomes being built It gives Venice it's vwn
charm and is encouraging more people to live in the area.

In shot I just wanted to write saying that I encourage the board to approve the
proposed project for the lois.

Thank you kindly,

P

_—L=.’a'?.. — st i
Meghan K. Lees
meghanklees@gmail com

(310) Y68-1190



Thursday, June 4, 15
RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners:

I've been a long time resident of Venice | support the project at 416 — 418 Grand Blvd and love that guality
of all the new projects and their architectural flavor to my neighborhood. Please approve this project at
416 & 418 Grand Blvd and others that are similar in nature. Their character and scale add to the eclectic
neighborhood that [ love.

My Best,
Kate Federico



Dear Costal Commission Commissioners,

[ support the project at the 400 block of Grand and love that quality projects are
adding architectural flavor to my neighborhood. As a creative individual who has
worked in Venice for several years now, I love the diversity of Venice. I encourage
the board to honor the original approval on this project.

My Best, )
=

“ -
7 £
[Qrdan Calhoun



June 6, 2015

RE: Support for Project at 416-418 Grand Blvd.

To: Coastal Commission Commissioners

| have lived in Venice for over 12 years and came here for its progressive thinking, creative spirit and
because the community embraced great architecture that nurtured a vital, livable, village. Itis a very
special place and to a large degree, due to the talented architects who have contributed their talents to
the built environment here.

The level and type of project that is being designed and built is exceptional. We should be embracing the
caliber of architects that make this community so unique and vital. It is extremely alarming that after
going through a fully vetted process with community input, that this project is being pulled back to take
a second bite out of the apple. It is tragic, as it undermines the entire Commissioners Board decision, the
communities long established process and an extremely experienced architect’s work.

The architect involved is highly skilled and has taken great care to create a home that adds to the scale
and character of the street. | fully support the project located at 416-418 Grand Blvd.

If we cannot support projects with such high level of design professionals involved. | fear what the
neighborhood will become when it is too cumbersome and bureaucratic to attract this level of talent to
build projects locally. My fear is slowly becoming a reality. Many design professionals | know have said
publically that they will no longer do projects in Venice as the process has become unbearable and cost
prohibitive. Let’s ponder that thought for a minute and think of its impact. Please honor your prior
approval and allow this well considered project to move forward.

Thank you,

Dustin Miles
1812 % Linden Avenue

Venice, California 90291






Thursday, June 4, 15

RE: Project at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

Please approve this project at 416 & 418 Grand Bivd and others that are similar in nature. | believe that
the board should honor the original approval on this project located at 416 & 418 Grand Blvd.

Talya Shlanger
10485 National Blivd
Los Angeles, CA 90034



Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
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Thursday, June 4, 15

RE:

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. I support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what

our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They've been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in ad e,

L ndaus M

LINDSEY MATER DE
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Thursday, June 4, 15

RE:

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I'love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank yo

Courney MonO
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RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I fove calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,




Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love caliing Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,




Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance, W‘\/
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I ove calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because I know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,




Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

| personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.
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Thank you in advance,




Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

tlove calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They've been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
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Thursday, June 4, 15

o - 418 Grand

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

| personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
Theresa Lee
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Thursday, June 4, 15

RE: A-[ () -4 ¥ chmc@

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because I know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
ST
Jeff Twa
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. I support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
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Thursday, June 4, 15
RE:
Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,

Coachadd {etersen
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Thursday, June 4, 15

RE:

Dear Costal Commission Commissioners

I love calling Venice my home and was originally attracted to the area for several factors - the climate, the
small city feel, walk ability and the diversity in the architecture.

I personally feel that there are some projects in the area that try and push the envelope of what the letter
of the law allows people to build but feel that this project is being unfairly judged. | support this project
and those involved with the project because | know they are not asking for anything that the common
person setting out today could build based on the current letter of the law. The developer and the
architect are building within their rights and they also happen to be local Venice area residents and
artists. They understand the diversity and would never do anything to destroy the “Venice” feel of what
our mix of architecture looks like. Their buildings are no larger than any other on the block and will only
add to the diverseness of the community.

Please support this project and all the hard work and time that they have invested in having their project
come to fruition. They’ve been more than patient with all the red tape that they have had to deal with.

Thank you in advance,
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
(562) 590-5071

Wl7a « W17b

Filed: 4/17/15
49th Day: Waived
Staff: Z.Rehm - LB
Staff Report: 5/28/15
Hearing Date: 6/10/15

STAFF REPORT: APPEAL — SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Appeal Numbers:

Applicants:

Agents:

Local Government:
Local Decision:

Appellants:

Project Location:

Project Description:

Staff Recommendation:

A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027
422 Grand Blvd LLC and 416 Grand Blvd LLC

Rosario Perry, Melinda Gray, Fred Gaines

City of Los Angeles
Approval with Conditions

1) Coastal Commission Executive Director (Dr. Charles Lester); and
2) Robin Rudisill et al

416-422 Grand Boulevard (Lot Nos. 6, 7, & 8, Block 3, Tract 9358),
Venice, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County (APN Nos. 4230-
020-004, 8614-017-003, and 4232-013-004).

Appeal by Coastal Commission Executive Director and Robin
Rudisill et al from decision by City of Los Angeles granting two
coastal development permits with conditions for development of three
adjoining residential lots including construction of 3-story, 35-ft.
high, 4,816 sq.ft. single-family home and construction of 2-story, 30-
ft. high, 1,064 sq.ft. single-family home.

Determine that a substantial issue exists.

IMPORTANT NOTE: The Commission will not take testimony on this “substantial issue”
recommendation unless at least three commissioners request it. The Commission may ask questions of
the applicant, any aggrieved person, the Attorney General or the executive director prior to determining
whether or not to take testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. If the
Commission takes testimony regarding whether the appeal raises a substantial issue, testimony is
generally and at the discretion of the Chair limited to 3 minutes total per side. Only the applicant,
persons who opposed the application before the local government (or their representatives), and the local
government shall be qualified to testify during this phase of the hearing. Others may submit comments in
writing. If the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the
hearing will occur at a future Commission meeting, during which it will take public testimony.




A-5-VEN-15-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC) and A-5-VEN-15-0027 (416 Grand Blvd LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that a substantial issue
exists with respect to the project’s conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The City-approved
project has the potential to negatively affect the biological productivity of coastal waters and is not
consistent with the character of the surrounding area.

On October 22, 2013, the same applicants submitted a coastal development permit application (5-13-
0949) to the Coastal Commission proposing to demolish two pre-existing duplexes spanning four
residential lots and construct a three-story, 30-foot high, 6,166 three story single-family home on three
of the lots. Section 30251 and 30253(e) require the protection of scenic and visual qualities of coastal
areas and special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are
popular visitor serving destination points for recreational uses. The Venice LUP states that, in order to
protect the character of existing residential neighborhoods, no more than two lots may be consolidated in
North Venice subarea where the subject site is located. Additionally, the City of Los Angeles Housing
and Community Investment Department had previously determined that four affordable units existed
within the two pre-existing duplexes on four residential lots. The Venice LUP states that affordable
housing units must be replaced at a 1:1 ratio and located in one or more of the following areas, listed in
order of priority: 1) on the site of the converted or demolished structure; 2) within the site's Venice
coastal subarea; 3) within the Venice Coastal Zone; 4) within the Venice Community Plan area east of
Lincoln Boulevard; and, 5) within a three mile radius of the affected site. The previous application did
not include any replacement of affordable housing units. Based on those two facts, Commission staff
advised the applicants to redesign their project consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act
and the standards of the Venice LUP.

The applicants revised the project description to delete the proposed new construction but elected to
move forward with the demolition of the two duplexes, which the Executive Director authorized by
waiver of coastal development permit requirements No. 5-13-0949-W. The applicants then submitted
separate local Coastal Development Permit applications with the City of Los Angeles for redevelopment
of the site. After two local appeals, the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission approved with
conditions local Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A and ZA 2014-1356-CDP-
1A for development of three adjoining residential lots including construction of a three-story, 35-foot
high, 4,816 square foot single-family home and construction of a two-story, 30-foot high, 1,064 square
foot single-family home. A separate application for a single family residence on the fourth residential lot
(424 Grand Boulevard) is pending with the City of Los Angeles.

The City-approved project appears to have been specifically designed to avoid the lot consolidation
standards set forth in the Venice LUP. The applicants completed the demolition of the pre-existing
duplexes prior to applying to construct new structures on the lot. The two new City-approved structures
sited on three adjoining lots share a similar aesthetic and face a common courtyard and pool area and
may be designed for use by a common owner/resident. The applicants have segmented the proposed
development of the fourth lot into a separate application. The applicants assert that the project is exempt
from Venice LUP requirements to replace the four pre-existing affordable housing units because doing
so would not be feasible.

In addition, the City-approved project is not consistent with Sections 30231 of the Coastal Act because it
does not include drainage or landscape plans and water runoff could harm the biological productivity of
coastal waters. High water use plants and invasive species could also contribute to the extreme drought



A-5-VEN-15-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC) and A-5-VEN-15-0027 (416 Grand Blvd LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

in California and harm coastal resources. After the appeals were filed, the applicants submitted revised
plans showing drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping, gutters, downspouts, and rain barrels/cisterns;
however, those elements were not included in the City-approved project.

The City-approved project also appears be inconsistent with Sections 30251 the Coastal Act which
requires that the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance and be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.
Furthermore, the approved project does not appear to be consistent with Section 30253(e) of Coastal Act
which requires the protection of special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique
characteristics, are popular visitor serving destination points for recreational uses. The subject site is
approximately 1,000 feet inland of Venice Beach in the North Venice subarea, which features homes
and commercial businesses of varying architectural styles, ranging from one story wood bungalows to
three-story-plus-roofdeck modern glass structures. The design of the City-approved project is not
consistent with the character of the area, as the project appears to be one consolidated compound
consisting of a large three-story, 35-foot high, 4,816 square foot primary residence with a smaller 1,064
square foot residential unit over three lots which is not consistent with the development pattern of the
neighborhood. The larger unit alone would be approximately 50% larger than any other single-family
home on the block. Therefore, the project as approved by the City will cumulatively change the
character of the Venice community and is not consistent with the Coastal Act.

The City-approved project does not include plans to mitigate the water quality, biological productivity,
or community character impacts of the development. These impacts could be mitigated if the project
was redesigned or conditioned to require features to minimize water use, capture and filter water on-
site, minimize fence height, and size and articulate each structure consistent with surrounding
development. Because these mitigation measures were not included in the City-approved project, staff
recommends the Commission find that the appeals raise a substantial issue with respect to the grounds
on which the appeals have been filed and further analyze the project during a de novo hearing.



A-5-VEN-15-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC) and A-5-VEN-15-0027 (416 Grand Blvd LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue
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A-5-VEN-15-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC) and A-5-VEN-15-0027 (416 Grand Blvd LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

I.  MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS

Motion I:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0026 raises
NO Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30602 of the Coastal Act.

Motion II:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0027 raises

NO Substantial Issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30602 of the Coastal Act.

Staff recommends a NO vote on both motions. Failure of the motions will result in a de novo
hearing on applications and adoption of the following resolutions and findings. Passage of the
motions will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local actions will become final and
effective. The motions pass only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed
Commissioners present.

Resolution I:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0026 presents a
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

Resolution I1:

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-5-VEN-15-0027 presents a
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under § 30602 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.
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II. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS

The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission and a group of Venice residents have appealed two
City of Los Angeles actions to approve local coastal development permits for development at 416-422
Grand Boulevard in Venice (Exhibit 10). The appellants contend that the City-approved development
is not consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and is not consistent with the standards
of the City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for the Venice area (Venice LUP). Because the
approved development is not consistent with the Coastal Act and the Venice LUP, the appellants
contend that the City-approved development will adversely affect coastal resources and could
prejudice the City’s ability to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP).

The appellants contend that the City approved development is not consistent with Section 30231 of the
Coastal Act because it does not call out on site drainage devices and the special conditions of the local
coastal development permits do not require construction best management practices to prevent
discharge of debris into coastal waters. Additionally the appellants note that the City-approved
development does not include a landscape plan and that high water use plants or invasive species
could be planted on site, which could negatively affect the biological productivity of coastal waters.

The appellants contend that the City-approved development is not consistent with Sections 30251 and
30253 of the coastal act because the bulk and scale of the structures may not be consistent with the
character of the North Venice subarea.

The appellants further contend that the City-approved project will consolidate three lots with two
structures that appear to be designed for the use of one owner/resident, which is prohibited under the
Venice LUP. The appellants contend that the project has been segmented to separate the demolition of
the pre-existing duplex structures and the construction of up to three new structures. The appellants
suggest that this has been done to subvert Mello Act requirements and obtain approval for a plan
which is inconsistent with the standards of the Venice LUP.

The appellants suggest that even if the City-approved project is two separate single-family homes, as
the applicants argue the project legally is, then the two homes are not consistent with the standards of
the Venice LUP because the structure on two lots is not articulated and does not provide elements like
a front porch and the smaller approximately 1,000 square foot structure does not have habitable area
on the ground floor. The appellants suggest that neither of the two structures would be consistent with
the character of the area and that the potential for both to be enclosed by a high fence or wall may
create a compound effect.

The appellants argue that the City-approved project is not consistent with the standards of the Venice
LUP regarding building height, fence height, front yards, and community character.

Some of the appellants assert the City’s public hearing procedures violated Venice residents’ due
process, did not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, and did not comply with
California Government Code Section 65590 (the Mello Act of 1982). The appellants argue that the
Venice LUP contains standards for implementation of the Mello Act which the City of Los Angeles
ignored. They contend that the certified Venice LUP contains policies requiring replacement of
affordable housing units if low or moderate income units are demolished or converted to high income
units, and that the applicants’ studies which concluded that it was not feasible to provide affordable
housing on-site or off-site were inadequate.
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III. PROJECT HISTORY AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTIONS

The applicants (416 Grand Blvd LLC and 422 Grand Blvd LLC) purchased 416-418 Grand Boulevard
on July 30, 2012 and 422-424 Grand Boulevard on August 8, 2012. The four residential lots (Lots 6, 7,
8, & 9 Block 3, Tract 9358; see Exhibit 3) were first developed in 1947 with two duplexes containing a
total of four units. On June 27, 2013, after reviewing information submitted by the applicants, the City
of Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department determined that all four units were
affordable under the City’s Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act

(Exhibit 7).

On September 17, 2013, the Los Angeles Director of Planning issued a Venice Sign Off and a Mello
Clearance for the demolition of each of the two duplexes (DIR-2013-2903-VSO-MEL and DIR-2013-
2910-VSO-MEL). A feasibility study was submitted with each application and the Department’s Mello
Act Coordinator determined that it was infeasible to provide replacement affordable housing units on-
site or off-site. Each feasibility study was accompanied a one page Mello Act Compliance Review
Worksheet which defines feasible: “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technical factors”

(Exhibit 8).

On October 22, 2013, the same applicants submitted Coastal Development Permit Application No. 5-13-
0949 to the Commission proposing to demolish two pre-existing duplexes spanning four residential lots
and construct a three-story, 30-foot high, 6,166 three story single-family home on three of the lots. The
proposed development would have consolidated three lots, each approximately 25-feet wide by 90-feet
deep. In a letter dated November 19, 2013, Commission staff notified the applicants’ representative that
the proposed development was inconsistent with the standards of the Coastal Act and the Venice LUP
and encouraged the applicants to modify the project and apply for a local Coastal Development Permit
from the City of Los Angeles (Exhibit 9).

The applicants elected to move forward with the demolition of the two duplexes. On January 24, 2014,
after the applicants obtained a new local approval for the demolition of both duplexes, the Executive
Director of the Coastal Commission approved the demolition of both duplexes under waiver of coastal
development permit requirements No. 5-13-0949-W. The De Minimis Waiver noted: “the applicants’
stated intent is to develop the properties with residences once the necessary approvals are obtained.”

The applicants submitted three separate local Coastal Development Permit applications with the City of
Los Angeles for redevelopment of the site. On December 16, 2014, the City of Los Angeles Director of
Planning issued DIR-2014-4716-VSO and DIR-2014-4707-VSO, approving a single-family dwelling
with two-car garage guest parking space, pool, and spa on Lots 7 and 8 and a single-family dwelling
with two-car garage on Lot 6. The Director of Planning determined that neither application required a
Venice Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance. On December 26, 2014, a City of Los Angeles Zoning
Administrator approved 2014-1358-CDP and ZA 2014-1356-CDP for development of three adjoining
residential lots including construction of a three-story, 35-foot high, 4,816 square foot single-family
home and construction of a two-story, 30-foot high, 1,064 square foot single-family home . Both of the
Zoning Administrator’s actions were appealed to the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission. On
March 4, 2015 the West Los Angeles Planning Commission upheld the Zoning Administrator’s decision
and approved with conditions local Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A and ZA
2014-1356-CDP-1A for development of three adjoining residential lots including construction of a

7
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three-story, 35-foot high, 4,816 square foot single-family home and construction of a two-story, 30-foot
high, 1,064 square foot single-family home. A separate application for a single- family residence on the
fourth residential lot (424 Grand Boulevard) is pending with the City of Los Angeles.

The City’s Notices of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2014-1358-
CDP-1A and ZA 2014-1356-CDP-1A were received in the Coastal Commission’s Long Beach Office
on April 17, 2015, and the Coastal Commission’s required 20 working-day appeal period was
established. On April 17, 2015, the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission and Robin Rudisill
et al submitted appeals of the City’s approvals of both local coastal development permits (Exhibit 10).
No other appeals were received prior to the end of the appeal period on April 17, 2015.

IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act provides that prior to certification of its Local Coastal Program
(LCP), a local jurisdiction may, with respect to development within its area of jurisdiction in the
coastal zone and consistent with the provisions of Sections 30604, 30620 and 30620.5, establish
procedures for the filing, processing, review, modification, approval or denial of a coastal
development permit. Pursuant to this provision, the City of Los Angeles developed a permit program
in 1978 to exercise its option to issue local coastal development permits. Sections 13301-13325 of
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations provide procedures for issuance and appeals of locally
issued coastal development permits. Section 30602 of the Coastal Act allows any action by a local
government on a coastal development permit application evaluated under Section 30600(b) to be
appealed to the Commission. The standard of review for such an appeal is the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30200 and 30604.]

After a final local action on a local CDP application, the Coastal Commission must be noticed within
five days of the decision. After receipt of such a notice which contains all the required information, a
twenty working-day appeal period begins during which any person, including the applicant, the
Executive Director, or any two members of the Commission, may appeal the local decision to the
Coastal Commission. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 30602.] As provided under section 13318 of Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations, the appellant must conform to the procedures for filing an appeal
as required under section 13111 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, including the
specific grounds for appeal and a summary of the significant question raised by the appeal.

The action currently before the Commission is to find whether there is a “substantial issue” or “no
substantial issue” raised by the appeal of the local approval of the project. Sections 30621 and
30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act require a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds for appeal.

Commission staff recommends a finding of substantial issue. If the Commission decides that the
appellants’ contentions raise no substantial issue as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act,
the action of the local government becomes final. Alternatively, if the Commission finds that a
substantial issue exists with respect to the conformity of the action of the local government with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, the local CDP is voided and the Commission typically continues
the public hearing to a later date in order to review the coastal development permit as a de novo
matter. [Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30621 and 30625.] Section 13321 of the Coastal Commission
regulations specifies that de novo actions will be heard according to the procedures outlined in
Sections 13114 and 13057-13096 of the Commission’s regulations.

8
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If there is no motion from the Commission to find no substantial issue, it will be presumed that the
appeal raises a substantial issue and the Commission will schedule the de novo phase of the public
hearing on the merits of the application at a subsequent Commission hearing. A de novo public
hearing on the merits of the application uses the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The certified
Venice Land Use Plan (LUP) is used as guidance in the de novo phase of the appeal. Sections 13110-
13120 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations further explain the appeal hearing process.

If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, those who are
qualified to testify at the hearing, as provided by Section 13117 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulation, will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue.
The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue portion of the
appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local government (or
their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in
writing. The Commission will then vote on the substantial issue matter. It takes a majority of
Commissioners present to find that the grounds for the appeal raise no substantial issue.

V. DUAL PERMIT JURISDICTION AREA

Within the areas specified in Section 30601, which is known in the City of Los Angeles permit
program as the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area, the Coastal Act requires that any development which
receives a local coastal development permit also obtain a second (or “dual”) coastal development
permit from the Coastal Commission. The Commission's standard of review for the subject
development in the Dual Permit Jurisdiction area is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. For
projects located inland of the areas identified in Section 30601 (i.e., projects in the Single Permit
Jurisdiction), the City of Los Angeles local coastal development permit is the only coastal
development permit required. The subject project site on appeal herein is located within the Single
Permit Jurisdiction Area.

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site for the City-approved development is located in a residential neighborhood (RD1.5-1-
O) of the North Venice subarea within the City’s Single Permit Jurisdiction Area. The site fronts
Grand Boulevard, a wide street paved on top of the original Grand Canal of Venice, developed by
Abbot Kinney in the early 1900s, approximately 1,000 feet inland of Venice Beach and Ocean Front
Walk (Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2). The site is three graded lots (Lots 6, 7, & 8, Block 3, Tract 9358; see
Exhibit 3), previously developed with two duplexes containing a total of four units, constructed in
1947 and demolished in 2014. The lots are in the center of the subject residential block, which features
single-family residences and duplexes of varying architectural styles, ranging from one-story wood
bungalows to three-story-plus-roofdeck modern glass structures (Exhibit 4).

The applicants propose to redevelop the three approximately 25-feet wide by 90-feet deep residential
lots with a three-story, 35-foot high, 4,816 square foot single-family home and a two-story, 30-foot high,
1,064 square foot single-family home (Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6). A separate application for a home on a
fourth adjoining residential lot (424 Grand Boulevard) is pending with the City of Los Angeles.
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The larger house at 418-422 Grand Boulevard would cover two residential lots and includes two parking
spaces in a 367 square foot garage and one uncovered guest parking space in the front setback area. It
also includes a pool/spa and fences and landscaping. The City-approved development does not call out
the height of the fences, but the applicants’ representative has indicated that they are to be three-feet
high in the front setback areas and up to eight feet high in the side and rear yards. The smaller structure
at 416 Grand Boulevard includes a two-car garage, outdoor seating area, fire pit, and bathroom on the
ground level. The second level features a kitchen, living room, one bedroom, and bathroom. In total, the
structure has 1,064 square feet of habitable area, with the majority of the lot dedicated to outdoor living
and outdoor amenities (Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6). The City-approved development did not include a
landscape or drainage plan, but after the appeals were filed the applicants submitted revised plans
showing drought tolerant non-invasive landscaping, gutters, downspouts, and rain barrels/cisterns.

B. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Section 30625(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states that the Commission shall hear an appeal of a local
government action carried out pursuant to Section 30600(b) unless it finds that no substantial issue
exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The term “substantial issue” is not defined
in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. Section 13115(b) of the Commission’s regulation
simply indicates that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no
significant question.” In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission had been guided by the
following factors:

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government;

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations if its
LCP; and,

5. Whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial
review of the local government’s coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of mandate
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.

Staff is recommending that the Commission find that a substantial issue exists with respect to whether
the local government action conforms to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act for the reasons
set forth below.

C. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS

Some of the appellants assert the City’s public hearing procedures violated Venice residents’ due
process, did not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, and did not comply with
California Government Code Section 65590 (the Mello Act of 1982). The appellants argue that the
Venice LUP contains standards for implementation of the Mello Act which the City of Los Angeles
ignored. They contend that the certified Venice LUP contains policies requiring replacement of
affordable housing units if low or moderate income units are demolished or converted to high income
units and that the applicants’ studies which concluded that it was not feasible to provide affordable
housing on-site or off-site were inadequate.
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The California Legislature amended the Coastal Act to remove some specific policies related to the
Commission’s direct authority to protect affordable housing in the coastal zone.

Section 30604 of the Coastal Act, as amended, contains the following policies:

(f) The commission shall encourage housing opportunities for persons of low and
moderate income. In reviewing residential development applications for low- and
moderate-income housing, as defined in paragraph (3) of subdivision (h) of
Section 65589.5 of the Government Code, the issuing agency or the commission,
on appeal, may not require measures that reduce residential densities below the
density sought by an applicant if the density sought is within the permitted density
or range of density established by local zoning plus the additional density
permitted under Section 65915 of the Government Code, unless the issuing
agency or the commission on appeal makes a finding, based on substantial
evidence in the record, that the density sought by the applicant cannot feasibly be
accommodated on the site in a manner that is in conformity with Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 30200) or the certified local coastal program.

(g) The Legislature finds and declares that it is important for the commission to
encourage the protection of existing and the provision of new affordable housing
opportunities for persons of low and moderate income in the coastal zone.

These policies require the Commission to encourage cities and property owners to provide
affordable housing opportunities, but they have not been interpreted as a basis for the
Commission to mandate the provision of affordable housing through its regulatory program. In
1982, the legislature codified California Government Code Section 65590 (the Mello Act),
requiring local governments to protect and increase the supply of affordable housing in the
Coastal Zone.

The City of Los Angeles has struggled to implement the Mello Act in its segments of the Coastal
Zone, and especially in Venice. Its initial regulatory program for Mello compliance was
challenged by a 1993 lawsuit brought by displaced low income tenants at 615 Ocean Front Walk,
where the City approved a new development with no replacement affordable housing. That
lawsuit resulted in a 2001 settlement agreement between the aggrieved parties, the Venice Town
Council et al, and the City of Los Angeles'. Since 2001, the City has been regulating
development through its Interim Administrative Procedures for Complying with the Mello Act.

Also in 2001, the Commission certified the Venice Land Use Plan, which contains specific
policies encouraging the protection of existing affordable housing units and the construction of

new affordable housing units in Venice.

Policy I. A. 9. Replacement of Affordable Housing, states:

! No. B091312. Second Dist., Div. Seven. Jul 31, 1996. Venice Town Council Inc. et al., Plaintiffs
and Appellants, v. City of Los Angeles et al., Defendants and Respondents
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Per the provisions of Section 65590 of the State Government Code, referred to as
the “Mello Act”, the conversion or demolition of existing residential units
occupied by persons and families of low or moderate income shall not be
permitted unless provisions have been made for replacement of those dwelling
units which result in no net loss of affordable housing in the Venice Community in
accordance with Section 65590 of the State Government Code (Mello Act).

Policy I. A. 10. Location of Replacement Housing, states:

The replacement units shall be located in one or more of the following areas,
listed in order of priority: 1) on the site of the converted or demolished structure;
2) within the site's Venice coastal subarea; 3) within the Venice Coastal Zone; 4)
within the Venice Community Plan area east of Lincoln Boulevard, and, 5) within
a three mile radius of the affected site.

Other policies of the certified Venice Land Use Plan require affordable housing units to be

replaced at a 1:1 ratio, offer displaced residents priority for new units, provide density bonuses
allowing for affordable units to exceed the floor area ratio zoned for a given lot, and allow for
the provision of fewer parking spaces that required if a development contains affordable units.

Section 65590(b) of California Government Code (Mello Act) is referenced as an exception to
the preceding Venice Land Use Plan Policies. Cal. Gov. Code Section 65590(b) states:

The requirements of this subdivision for replacement dwelling units shall not
apply to the following types of conversion or demolition unless the local
government determines that replacement of all or any portion of the converted or
demolished dwelling units is feasible, in which event replacement dwelling units
shall be required.:

(1) The conversion or demolition of a residential structure which contains less
than three dwelling units, or, in the event that a proposed conversion or
demolition involves more than one residential structure, the conversion or
demolition of 10 or fewer units.

As part of its Interim Procedures, the City developed a worksheet to assist applicants who
propose demolition or conversion of affordable housing units in the Coastal Zone. The worksheet
has eight questions which serve to determine whether replacement affordable housing units are
required. Question 8 asks: “is it infeasible for the applicant to replace any of the Affordable
Existing Residential Units recorded in question 4?” To validate a response to question 8, the
applicant(s) may submit a feasibility study, indicating whether it is feasible to replace any lost
affordable housing units.

In this case, the applicant submitted feasibility studies for potential replacement of affordable
housing units at each of the two duplexes which were demolished in 2014 (Exhibit 8). Because
the housing units had already been demolished, the feasibility studies assumed a land value of
approximately $1,000,000 for each group of two residential lots and a construction cost of
slightly more than $1,000,000 for two potential new units on each group of two lots. Based on
estimated rental income of approximately $3,500 for each group of two residential lots, the
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applicants’ studies determined that it was not feasible to build replacement affordable housing
units on any of the four lots which the Los Angeles Department of Housing and Community
Investment had determined previously contained affordable housing units (Exhibit 7). The Los
Angeles Director of City Planning accepted the feasibility studies and included them in two
Venice Sign-Off approvals permitting new homes on the site. The Los Angeles Planning
Commission upheld that determination at the same hearing where it upheld the appeals of the
local coastal development permits.

While one of the appellants raises issues related to the City’s compliance with the Mello Act, the
Commission has no jurisdiction to alter the City’s Mello Act determinations. The California
Government Code makes it clear that it is the responsibility of the local government to
implement Section 65590. Nor can the Commission invalidate the City’s California
Environmental Quality Act determination. Therefore, the appellant’s contentions regarding the
City’s Mello Act and CEQA determinations do not raise a substantial issue because the
Commission does not have jurisdiction to review those contentions.

The appellants also contend that the City-approved development is not consistent with Sections
30251 and 30253 of the coastal act because the bulk and scale of the structures may not be
consistent with the character of the North Venice subarea.

Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act require permitted development to be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas and require protection of communities and
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses. The Venice community — including the beach, the boardwalk, the canals,
and the eclectic architectural styles of the neighborhoods (Exhibit 4) — is one of the most popular
visitor destinations in California. The North Venice subarea includes Abbot Kinney Boulevard
and Grand Boulevard, each developed in the early 20" century as part of Mr. Kinney’s vision for
a free and diverse society. Exhibit 2 features a map of the Historic Venice Canals, concentrated
around Grand Canal where the subject project is located.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states in part:
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall...be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and where feasible to restore
and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part:

New development shall...

d) minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled

e) where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.

While the certified Venice LUP is not the standard of review for finding substantial issue, the
standards provide guidance from which the Commission can evaluate the adequacy of a project’s
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mitigation of impacts. In its adoption of the certified LUP, the Commission recognized Venice’s
unique community character and popularity as a visitor serving destination, and as such, it is
imperative that any new development be designed consistent with the community character of the area.

When the LUP was certified in 2001, the Commission considered the potential impacts that
development could have on community character and adopted residential building standards to ensure
development was designed with pedestrian scale and compatibility with surrounding development.
Given the specific conditions surrounding the subject site and the eclectic development pattern of
Venice, it is appropriate to use the certified LUP policies for determining whether or not the project is
consistent with sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act.

In this case, the certified Venice Land Use Plan echoes the priority expressed in Coastal Act for
preservation of the nature and character of existing residential neighborhoods.

Policy L. E. 1, General, states

Venice's unique social and architectural diversity should be protected as a
Special Coastal Community pursuant to Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act
of 1976.

Policy I. E. 2. Scale, states.

New development within the Venice Coastal Zone shall respect the scale and character of
the community development. Buildings which are of a scale compatible with the
community (with respect to bulk, height, buffer and setback) shall be encouraged. All new
development and renovations should respect the scale, massing, and landscape of
existing residential neighborhoods [...]

Policy I. E. 3. Architecture, states.

Varied styles of architecture are encouraged with building facades which incorporate
varied planes and textures while maintaining the neighborhood scale and massing.

Policy I. A. 1 b, Residential Development, states, in part:

In order to preserve the nature and character of existing residential
neighborhoods, lot consolidations shall not be permitted in the Venice Canals and
Silver Strand Residential Neighborhoods. No more than two lots may be
consolidated in...North Venice. Lot consolidations may be permitted only subject
to the following limitations:

i No building or structure shall be constructed on what were more than two
contiguous lots prior to lot consolidation...
ii. Building facades shall be varied and articulated to provide a pedestrian

scale which results in consistency with neighboring structures on small
lots. Such buildings shall provide habitable space on the ground floor, a
ground level entrance and landscaping and windows fronting the street...
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iii. Front porches, bays, and balconies shall be provided to maximize
architectural variety.

In its findings that the project is in character with the surrounding area, the City makes reference
to other large, modern homes which have recently been approved in the area. The Executive
Director of the Commission issued waivers of coastal development permit requirements for two
three-story homes on the same block (5-13-040-W and 5-12-222-W; see photo in Exhibit 4). In
2013, the City of Los Angeles approved the construction of a three story home at 232 Grand
Boulevard. Two other coastal development permit applications are pending with the City of Los
Angeles for three-story homes on the same block, including a home on the adjoining property at
424 Grand Boulevard.

A substantial difference between the two homes for which the Executive Director waived coastal
development permit requirements and the City-approved development which the Executive
Director has appealed is the fact that the development on appeal spans three residential lots. The
homes for which waivers were issued were large (2,798 square feet and 3,159 square feet) but
they were each built on one residential lot approximately the same size as each of the three
residential lots the applicants propose to consolidate with the subject development. The City-
approved development would permit one 4,816 square foot home (plus 367 square foot garage)
on two lots and one 1,064 square foot home on the third lot. The two structures share common
architectural features and appear to be designed to function as one residential compound
(Exhibit 5). The smaller structure has no living area on the ground floor and just one bedroom;
its optimal function could be a pool house or guest house. The City-approved development does
not call out the height of the fences surrounding the three lots, but the applicants have stated
fences in the front yard setback are proposed to be three-feet high and fences in the side and rear
setbacks are proposed to be six to eight feet high (per Los Angeles Municipal Code
12.22.¢.20.3).

The applicants appear to have specifically designed the structures to avoid the requirements of
the Venice LUP prohibiting lot consolidations of more than two lots. Proposals to consolidate
two lots may be found to be consistent with the Coastal Act and with the Venice LUP if such
structures are articulated to provide a pedestrian scale and are designed to be visually compatible
with surrounding structures. The City-approved structure at 418-422 Grand Boulevard is
approximately 50% larger than any other home on the subject block. It does not feature
substantial articulation, aside from the sloped roof which has been designed to meet the
requirements for an extra five feet of building height beyond the thirty-feet permitted for flat
roofs in the North Venice subarea. The windows fronting the street are small, the fagade is not
varied, and landscaping is not called out (see North Elevation, Exhibit 6).

When analyzed in combination with the structure at 416 Grand Boulevard, the project is more
out of character with the surrounding structures and the standards of the Venice LUP. The two
structures share a common design, face a common courtyard and pool/spa, and were originally
proposed to the Commission and the City as one residence. Analyzed cumulatively, the two
homes are not consistent with 30251 of the Coastal Act because they will not be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas (Exhibit 5). The City’s approval of both
structures is not consistent with Section 30253 because it does not protect the character of the
Venice community which is a popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.
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The appellants contend that the City approved development is not consistent with Section 30231 of the
Coastal Act because it does not call out on site drainage devices and the special conditions of the local
coastal development permits do not require construction best management practices to prevent
discharge of debris into coastal waters. Additionally the appellants note that the City-approved
development does not include a landscape plan and that high water use plants or invasive species
could be planted on site, which could negatively affect the biological productivity of coastal waters.

The City-approved development is not consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, which
states:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion
of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.

The City approved development is not consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act because
the site plan does not call out on-site drainage devices and the special conditions of the approved
permit do not require construction best management practices to prevent discharge of
construction debris into coastal waters. The City-approved development does not include a
landscape plan or requirement for low water use landscaping. The City-approved development
does not include features or requirements for controlling runoff or surface water flow generated
on site or from storm events.

Additionally, the City’s approval does not include requirements for low water use appliances or
other features designed to reduce resource use during California’s extreme drought. The
appellants argue that the swimming pool in not appropriate during California’s extreme drought.
The swimming pool could be found to be consistent with the Coastal Act if the applicants
proposed or the City requires the pool to include water saving features such as leak detection
sensors or a pool cover, but these features were not included or conditioned in the City’s action
to approve the project.

Cumulatively, the non-provision of drainage, landscape, and low-impact development features
has the potential to negatively impact the biological productivity of coastal waters and therefore
the City-approved development raises a substantial issue with regards to compliance with
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act.

The City’s Notice of Final Local Action for Local Coastal Development Permit Nos. ZA-2014-
1358-CDP-1A and ZA 2014-1356-CDP-1A and accompanying staff reports and file records state
that the City applied the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and concluded, in part, that the
development, as proposed and conditioned by the City, would be consistent with Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the City to prepare an LCP for the Venice
Coastal Zone.
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A-5-VEN-15-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC) and A-5-VEN-15-0027 (416 Grand Blvd LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

A substantial issue exists with respect to the project’s conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act,
and with the approval of both local coastal development permits, because the City-approved project
does not include a plan to mitigate the potential water quality and biological productivity impacts of
the development. Additionally, the City-approved project does not adequately mitigate the potential
community character impacts of the development. Both of these types of impacts could be mitigated if
the project were redesigned or conditioned to require features to minimize water use, capture and filter
water on-site, minimize fence height, and size and articulate each structure consistent with surrounding
development.

Only with careful review of the City-approved project can the Commission ensure that community
character, biological productivity, and water quality are protected. If it finds that a substantial issue
exists, the Commission will have the opportunity to review and act on the project at the subsequent de
novo hearing. Therefore, the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect the project’s
conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and with the approval of Local Coastal Development
Permit Nos. ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A and ZA 2014-1356-CDP-1A.

Applying the five factors listed in the prior section clarifies that the appeal raises “a substantial issue”
with respect to Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does meet the substantiality standard of
Section 30265(b)(1), because the nature of the City-approved project and the local government action
are not consistent with policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

The first factor is the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act. With regard
to the community character policies of the Coastal Act, the City’s findings state that “The proposed
construction of a single family dwelling is consistent with the site’s RD1.5 zoning and with the
historic use of the property. The dwelling’s height, density, floor area, setbacks, and parking area are
consistent with the LAMC and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific Plan regulations.” The City has not
shown that they have analyzed the residential building standards of the certified Venice Land Use
Plan, which are different from those of the Municipal Code and the Specific Plan. The City’s second
finding is ambiguous: “The development will/will not prejudice the ability of the City of Los Angeles
to prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of
1976.” The analysis below the finding indicates that the LUP guidelines are advisory and references
Policy I. A. 2, relating to community character, but does not provide reasons why the development is
or is not consistent with the community character of the surrounding development, the North Venice
subarea, or Venice at-large. The majority of the finding relate to the zoning code and the Specific Plan.
The City’s findings also make reference to the Green Building Code of 2013, but its conditions of
approval do not require conformity with the Green Building Code or with any specific standards
related to landscaping, drainage, low water and energy use, etc.

Given the foregoing, the City’s approval is not consistent with sections 30231, 30251 and 30253 of the
Coastal Act and, as such, doesn’t appear to have the proper legal support to justify its decision.

The second factor is the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government. The existing development is four vacant lots. The City-approved development would
construct two structures on three of the lots, which may be designed for use by one owner/resident.
The scope of the larger structure is also approximately 50% greater than that of the largest single-
family homes on the subject block, and would appear more massive if compounded with the smaller
structure and associated fencing allowed under the Los Angeles Municipal Code.
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A-5-VEN-15-0026 (422 Grand Blvd LLC) and A-5-VEN-15-0027 (416 Grand Blvd LLC)
Appeal — Substantial Issue

The third factor is the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision. The City-approved
project, and others like it, has the potential to negatively and cumulatively impact the biological
productivity and water quality of nearby coastal resources because specific landscaping, drainage, and
construction BMP’s have not been required. Additionally, the project would negatively impact the
character of the surrounding community because of its consolidation of three lots, which is not
consistent with the surrounding development pattern. Therefore, the development could significantly
and adversely affect coastal resources.

The fourth factor is the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations
of its LCP. The City does not currently have a certified LCP but it does have a certified Land Use
Plan. The City-approved development is not consistent the residential building standards related to lot
consolidation set forth in the certified Venice LUP, nor is it consistent with past Commission
approvals in the area, which have generally confined single-family homes to one residential lot, not
two or three. Thus, the project, as approved and conditioned, raises a substantial issue with regard to
the project’s conformity with the community character policies Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and the
certified Venice LUP and would have the potential to set a negative precedent for future development.

The final factor is whether the appeal raises local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
This appeal raises specific local issues, but Venice is one of the most popular visitor destinations in the
state making its preservation as an eclectic community with a unique character a statewide issue.
Therefore, the City’s approval does raise issues of statewide significance.

In conclusion, the primary issue for the appeals is potential adverse impacts to water quality,
biological productivity, and community character. In this case, the City-approved project is not in
conformity with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and therefore, the Commission finds that the
appeals raise a substantial issue as to conformity with the Chapter 3 policies.

Appendix A — Substantive File Documents

. City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan for Venice (2001)

Coastal Development Permit Waiver No. 5-13-0949-W

City File for Local Coastal Development Permit ZA-2014-1356-CDP-1A

City File for Local Coastal Development Permit ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Case Number CPC-2005-8252-CA (Draft Mello
Act Ordinance and Procedures)

N
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Vicinity Map: 416-422 Grand Boulevard, Venice, Los Angeles
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Photo credit: Bing Maps
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One-story bungalows/cottages directly across street from subject site

Photos: Commission staff (4/25/15) Modern three-story homes on same block (west of subject site)
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Development on surrounding residential streets in North Venice

Photos: Commission staff (4/25/15)
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storm drain outfall

-

Urban water runoff and biological productivity at Venice Beach

Photos: Commission staff (4/25/15)
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Los Anéeles
. HOUSING+COMMUNITY
Investment Department

Asset Management Division _ OEC 1Y 7013
1200 West 7th Street, 8th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017 : e =
tel 213.808.8593

CAUFCRINA 11

heldia lacity.org
TAL COMMISSION
Date: June 27, 2013 COAS o
To: Greg Shoop, City Planner
City Planning Department
From: Douglas Swoger, Director of Asset Management

Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Depariment

‘Subject: Mello Act Determination for
-416-418 & 422-424 Grand Bivd, Venice, CA 80291

* - Based on information prov:ded by the owner, 416 and 418 Grand Bivd. LLC, a California limited lnbmty company, the Los
- Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department {HCID) has determmed that four 4 affordable umts exist at 416
“"'418 & 422-424 Grand Bivd Vemce CA 90291

. e BN C B

The property consists of two {2) duplex dwellmgs Each unit i IS composed of one (1) bedroom. Per the statement prowded by
the owner, 416 and 418 Grand Bivd LLC, the two duplexes will be demolished and replaced with one (1) single family dwelling
spanning 3 of the 4 lots. The 4% lot will be incorporated into a future project. The owner purchased 416-418 Grand Bivd on
July 30, 2012 and 422-424 Grand Bivd on August 8, 2012, A Building Pennit has not been filed to date. ,

Section 4.4.3 of the Inferim Administrative Procedures for Complymg with the Me!lo Act requures that LAHD collect monthly
housing cost data for at least the previous three years. The owner's Mello application statement was received by LAHD on
May 28, 2013. LAHD must collect data from: May, 2010 through May, 2013.

Per the owner, Unit 416 and 418 are currently tenant occupied and Unit 422 and 424 were vacated by tenants on March 18,
2013. Monthly rent for Unit 416 is $1,240 per month with tenancy that started on February 2012. Monthly rent for Unit 418 is
$1,146 per month with tenancy that started on July 1995 at $750 per month. Monthly rent for Unit 422 was $1,022 per month
and monthly rent for Unit 424 was $1,630 per month.  LAHD sent the required 30-day letter to each unit, however only Unit
416 responded in disclosing their income and rent on the Request for Determunatlon as Eligible Household Under Mello Act
Regulations form.

The rental agreement provided for Unit 416 and 418 show a pattem of housing cost that is affordable. There was no rental
agreement for-Unit 422 and 424. Per the owner's statement, the stated rent for Unit 422 was at an affordable level and Unit
424 was above affordable. However, due to insufficient documentation for Unit 424, LAHD policy is fo find it affordable.

ce: Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department File :
416 and 418 Grand Blvd. LL.C, a Califoria limited liability company, Owner
Richard A. Rothschild, Westem Center on Law and Poverty Inc. -
Susanne Browne, Legal Aid Foundatron of LA.

DS:VD:MAC:H

An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer
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FOR LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING USE ONLY
MEL-5

Mello Act Compliance Review Worksheet
Proposed Demolitions and Conversions in the Coastal Zone

Case or Permit No. Address:

2 439 CRradD Rootevar), \}Eu;c'* 4
Project Description: Number of Whole Residential Units
CosvBnsiand OF & DOPLEY INTD A &Aq-us Picee [oxstng |_T0B8 | Tobe oo o

D lished| C ik
Dol emoiished| Converted

QUESTIONS
1) Will residential structures be demolished or converted for purposes of a non-residential use?
O YES Go to next question.
NO Skip to question 4.
2) Is the proposed use a Coastal-Dependent non-residential use’?
0 YES Skip to question 4. :
[0 NO Go to next guestion.
3) Is a residential use feasibie? at this focation?
O YES STOP. The application to demolish or convert residential structures for purposes of a non-residential use
‘ - is denled.-
0 NO Go to next question,
4) Are any Affordable Existing Residential Units proposed for Demolition or Conversion? (Consult the
“affordability determination report” prepared by the Los Angeles Housing Department.)
B¥ YES  Record the number of identified Affordable Existing Residential Units in the box, and go to the next

question.
O NO Record a “zerp” in the box and STOP. The provision of Affordable Replacement Units is not 2
required.

5) Is the Application for Coastal-Dependent’ or Coastal-Related® non-residential uses? Are these non-
residential uses consistent with the Land Use Plan of a certified Local Coastal Program'?
[ if the answer to both questions is “YES," skip to question 8.
& If the answer to either question is “NO,” go to next question.
6) Are 11 or more Residential Units proposed for Demolition or Conversion?
O YES Copy the number recorded in question 4 as Total Number of Required Affordable Replacement
Units below and STOP. All Affordable Existing Residential Units recorded in question 4 must be
, replaced.
M NO Go to next question.
7) Are any Affordable Existing Residential Units in one-family or two-family dweliings?
M YES Go to next question.

0 NO Copy the number recorded in question 4 as Total Number of Required Afiordable Replacement
Units below and STOP. All Affordable Existing Residentlal Units recorded in question 4 must be
replaced.

8) Is it infeasible? for the Applicant to replace any of the Affordable Existing Residential Units recorded in
guestion 47

® YES How many Units are infeasible? Record this number in the box and subtract it from the number
recorded for question 4. Record the result in the box below as Total Number of Required
Affordable Replacement Units.

O NO It is feasible for the Appiicant to replace all the Affordable Existing Residential Units proposed for

Demolition or Conversion. Record the number *zero” in the box column. Copy the number
recorded in question 4 as Total Number of Required Affordable Replacement Units below. A

TOTAL NUMBER OF REQUIRED AFFORDABLE REPLACEMENT UNITS; O

Date:

Completed By: \4&—.&3! 0'2_./ Oa(/ lO\ (

INSTRUCTIONS: DepaﬂmentU)f City Planning staff must answer each questlon Department of City Planning Staff
must use the Interim Administrative Procedures for reference to complete this Worksheet.

Melio Aci Compliance Review Worksheel 04/09/03

_
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DEFINITIONS

! ‘Coastal-Dependent Non-Residential Use" means any non-residential development or use which requires a site
on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all.

? "Feaslible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technical factors.

® sCoastal-Related Nonresidential Use” means any nonresidential development or use that is dependent on a
Coastal-Dependent Non-Residential Use. »

Mello Acl Compliance Review Worksheet 04/09/03
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" Mello Feasibility Study For Low Income Units

Property Address: 422-424 Grand Blvd.
(A double lot which requires 2 low income units).

Purchase Cost: $1,050,000

Building Cost: $1,160,000
A. 1st Low Income Home + 2 car garage: :
1,200 sf x $400.00/sf = $480,000 {home) ™ 77
400 sf x $250.00/sf = $100,000 (garage)

B. 2nd Low Income Hame
1,200 sf x $400.00/sf = $480,000 (home)
400 sf x $250.00/sf = $100,000 (garage)

C. Total cost for both homes and garages: $1,160,000
Total Cost to purchase lot and build: $2,210,000

20% down payment: $ 442,000
80% Loan Amourit: $ 1,768,000
Mortgage Payment
at4.5% interest: $ 8,958
Return on Investment
At4.5% interest  § 1,657 ¥
Property Insurance $ 300
Property Taxes (1.2%) $ 2,117

Total Monthly Expenses: $ 13,032

Rental Income $3,564 ($1,782 perhome x2= $3,564) e
Los Angeles Housing Dept. 2012 o

Income and rental Limits,

Moderate Rate (3 bedroom 4 people)

Cost Comparison
Monthly Expenses: $13,032
Monthly Rental Income: $3,564
Monthly Loss: $ 9,468
Yearly Loss: $ 113,616
Yearly Loss

(without return

on investment) $93,732
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FOR LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT  CITY PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY
MEL-5

Mello Act Compliance Review Worksheet
Proposed Demolitions and Conversions in the Coastal Zone

Case or Permit No. Address:
| Y- 41§ GrResD BooLTlayy

Project Description: , Number of Whole Residential Units

) Ao DUE . To be Tobe
(?pr61~${0 = o . R & )akelT MLY Existing Demolished| Converted | 1© be Buil
DWELL G

| 2 & b
QUESTIONS

1) Will residential structures be demolished or converted for purposes of a non-residatEGEHVE D

0O YES  Go to next question. South Coast Region

B NO Skip to question 4. ‘
2)Is the proposed use a Coastal-Dependent non-residential-use'? . -~ MAY " A 2015

O YES  Skipto question 4. St

O NO Go to next questlon
3) Is a residential use feasible? at this location? CALIFORNIA

O YES STOP. The application to demolish or convert residential structures f@WﬁOCOMMWuse

is denied.

O NO Go to next question.

4) Are any Affordabie Existing Residential Units proposed for Demolition or Conversion? (Consuit the
“affordability. determination report” prepared by the Los Angeles Housing Department.)

M YES  Record the number of identifled Affordable Existing Residential Units in the box, and go to the next
question.

0 NO Record a “zero” In the box and STOP The provision of Affordable Replacement Unlts is not | 5
required.

5) Is the Application for Coastal-Dependent’ or Coastal-Related® non-residential uses? Are these non-
residential uses consistént with the Land Use Plan of a certified Local Coastal Program?

O If the answer to both questions is *YES,” skip to question 8.

®( if the answer to either question is "NO,” go to next question.

6) Are 11 or more Residential Units proposed for Demolition or Conversion?

{0 YES  Copy the number recorded in question 4 as Total Number of Required Affordable Replacement
Units below and STOP. All Affordable Existing Residential Units recorded in question 4 must be
replaced.

NO Go to next question.

7) Are any Affordable Existing Residential Units in one-family or two-family dwellings?

¥ YES  Go to next question.

0O NO Copy the number recorded in question 4 as Total Number of Required Affordabie Replacemsnt
' Units below and STOP. All Affordable Existing Residential Units recorded in question 4 must be
replaced.

8) Is it infeasible? for the Applicant to replace any of the Affordable Existing Residential Units recorded in

question 47

® YES How many units are infeasible? Record this number-in the box and subtract it from the number
recorded for question 4. Record the result In the box below as Total Number of Required
Affordable Replacement Units.

{0 NO It is feasible for the Applicant 1o replace all the Affordable Existing Residential Units proposed for
Demolition or Conversion. Record the number “zero” in the box column. Copy the number
recorded in question 4 as Total Number of Required Affordable Replacement Units below. 3-.

TOTAL NUMBER OF REQUIRED AFFORDABLE REPLACEMENT UNITS: | (O

Completed By: K,m)b | Date: o2, /OO( /7‘0\ <

INSTRUCTIONS: Department of City Planning staff must answer each questlon Depgartment of City Planning Staff
must use the Interim Administrative Procedures for reference to complete this Worksheet.

Maello Act Compliance Review Warksheel 04/08/03
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DEFINITIONS

1“GmstaI-Dependent Non-Residentlal Use” means any non-residential development or use which requires a site
on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all.

? “Feaslble” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technical factors.

% “Coastal-Related Nonresidential Use” means any nonresidential development or use that i ls dependent on a
Coastal-Dependent Non-Residential Use.

Mello Act Compliance Raview Worksheet 04/09/03
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Mello Feasibility Study For Low income Units

Property Address: 416-418 Grand Bivd.

(A doubile lot which requires 2 low income units).
Purchase Cost: $957,000
Bullding Cost: $1,160,000
A. 1st Low Income Home + 2 car garage:
1,200 sf x $400.00/sf = $480,000 (home)
400 sf x $250.00/sf = $100,000 (garage)
B. 2nd Lew Income Home —— s T
1,200 sf x $400.00/sf = $480,000 (home)
400 sf x $250.00/sf = $100,000 (garage)
C. Total cost for both homes and garages: $1,160,000

Total Cost to purchase lot and build: $2,117,000

20% down payment: $ 423,400 REQEIVEB
80% Loan Amount: $ 1,693,600 south Coast Region
Mortgage Payment '

at4.5%interest: $ 8,581 : MAY 4 2015
Return on Investment
At45%interest $ 1,587
’ CALFORNIA
Property Insurance $ 300 CA MISSION
Property Taxes (1.2%) $ 2,117 COASTAL COM
Total Monthly Expenses: $ 12,585
Rental Income $3,564 a ($ 1,782 perhome x 2= $3,564) W
Los Angeles Housing Dept. 2012 w

o

Income and rental Limits,
Moderate Rate (3 bedroom 4 people)

Cost Comparison
Monthly Expenses: $12,585
Monthly Rental Income: $3,564
Monthly Loss: $ 9,021,
Yearly Loss: $ 108,252
Yearly Loss $ 89,208
(without Return
on investment)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY ' EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

(562) 590-5071 . November 19, 2013

Melinda Gray, Architect
639 East Channel Road
Santa Monica, CA 90402

Re: Coastal Development Permit Application 5-13-0949 (416-424 Grand Blvd., Venice).
Dear Ms. Gray:

On October 22, 2013, our office received the above referenced application for a coastal
development permit requesting Commission approval to demolish two duplexes on four
adjoining lots and to construct a new three-story single-family residence across three of the
lots (Lot Nos. 6, 7 & 8). The proposed project is situated in the North Venice area of the City of
Los Angeles.

After careful consideration of the application, we have determined that we are unable to accept
the application for a coastal development permit because the proposed project requires a local
coastal development permit issued by the City of Los Angeles. Therefore, we are returning the
submitted application materials and will begin processing a refund of the $538 application fee.

Pursuant to Section 30600(b) of the Coastal Act, the City of Los Angeles has opted to issue its
own coastal development permits prior to certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP)
except for those permits eligible for issuance as administrative coastal development permits by
the Executive Director under Section 30624 of the Coastal Act. The types of projects that
qualify for administrative approvals under Section 30624 of the Coastal Act are limited to:
minor additions to existing uses, projects that cost less than $100,000, and single family
residences and multiple residential projects of four or less units that conform to current zoning
standards. '

The proposed project does not qualify for an administrative coastal development permit under
Section 30624 of the Coastal Act because the proposed development does not conform with
the Residential Land Use and Development Standards set forth in the City of Los Angeles
certified Land Use Plan (Venice LUP) for Venice.

In regards to residential lot consolidations, such as the proposed project, certified Venice LUP
Policy 1.A.1.b states:

Residential Lot Consolidations. In order to preserve the nature and character of
existing residential neighborhoods, lot consolidations shall not be permitted in the
Venice Canals and Silver Strand residential neighborhoods. No more than two lots
may be consolidated in the Ballona Lagoon West, Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal)
East, Southeast Venice, Milwood, North Venice and Oxford Triangle neighborhoods
and on walk streets. Lot consolidations of not more than three lots shall be permitted
in the Oakwood and Marina Peninsula residential neighborhoods. Lot consolidations
may be permitted only subject to the following limitations:

Page 1 of 2
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Page 2 of 2

i. No building or structure shall be constructed on what were more than two
contiguous lots prior to lot consolidation with the exceptlon of subterranean
development that is entlrely below street elevation. :

ii. Building facades shall be varied and articulated fo provide a pedestrian scale which
results in consistency with neighboring structures on small lots. Such buildings shall
provide habitable space on the ground floor, a ground level entrance and landscaping
and windows fronting the street. No increase in the number of units shall result from
the lot consolidation.

iii. Front porches, bays and balconies shall be provided to maximize architectural
variety.

The proposed project would consolidate three lots (Lot Nos. 6, 7 & 8) in the North Venice Area.
The certified Venice LUP prohibits the consolidation of more than two lots in the North Venice
area, as does the City of Los Angeles Venice Coastal Specific Plan. The lot consolidation limit
preserves the nature of existing residential neighborhoods by preventing the construction of
massive structures that are not in character with the area. For this reason the proposed
project does not qualify for an administrative coastal development permit, and the proposed
project must apply for the required coastal development permit from the City of Los Angeles.

Please submit an application for a local coastal development permit for the proposed project to
the City of Los Angeles Planning Department. As an alternative, you may apply for a coastal
development permit from our office if the project is revised to conform with Residential Land
Use and Development Standards set for in the City of Los Angeles certified Land Use Plan and
the Venice Coastal Specific Plan.

Please keep in mind that Section 30602 of the Coastal Act establishes that all City of Los

Angeles actions on coastal development permits are appealable to the Coastal Commission by
any person. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call me at (5§62) 590-

5071. o
Sincerely’ L'
{

Charles R. Posner
Coastal Program Analyst

cc: Gregory Shoop, City of L.A. Planning Dept.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATUARL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION N

South Coast Area Office
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
(562) 590-5071

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

SECTIONI. Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):

Coastal Commission Executive Director, Charles Lester
South Coast District
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 590-5071

SECTION Il. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government: City of Los Angeles

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Construction of a three-
story, 35 foot high, 4,816 single family residence and consolidation of two
lots

3. Development's location: 418-422 Grand Blvd., Venice, City of Los Angeles,
Los Angeles County

4, Description of decision being appealed: City of Los Angeles Coastal
Development Permit No. ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A

a. Approval; no special conditions:
b. Approval with special conditions: X
C. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government
cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public
works project. Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO:_A-5-VEN-15-0026

DATE FILED: April 17, 2015

DISTRICT:_South Coast

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission page 10f5
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027
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1.

A-5-VEN-15-0026

Page 2 of 6
5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
a. Planning Director/Zoning Administrator:
b. City Council/Board of Supervisors:
C. Planning Commission: XX

d. Other:

Date of local government's decision: March 17, 2015

Local government's file number:_City of Los Angeles Coastal Development
Permit No. ZA-2014-1358-CDP1A

SECTION Ill. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

422 Grand Boulevard, LLC, Attn: Rosario Perry
1880 Century Park East, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Name and mailing address of permit applicant’s agent:

Gray Matter Architecture
639 East Channel Road
Santa Monica, CA 90402

Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either
verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties
which you know to be interested and should receive notice of this appeal.

Robin Rudisill, Angelina Meany, David Troy Smith, and six others
3003 Ocean Front Walk
Venice, Los Angeles CA 90291

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027




A-5-VEN-15-0026
Page 3 of 5

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

The City approved development may not be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act regarding biological productivity/water quality, community character, and
minimization of adverse impacts to coastal resources. Additionally, the City approved
development may not be consistent with certified Venice Land Use Plan policies regarding
residential lot consolidations, yards, and building height. The City's action to approve the
structure could prejudice its ability to develop a certified Local Coastal Program.

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation
buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of
natural streams.

The City approved development may not be consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal
Act because the site plan does not call out on-site drainage devices and the special
conditions of the approved permit do not provide for construction best management
practices to prevent discharge of construction debris into coastal waters. Finally, the
approved landscape plans may or may not include drought tolerant non-invasive species
and associated irrigation control and drainage devices to minimize water use and preserve
water quality.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states in part:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development
shall...be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and
where feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded
areas.

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part:
New development shall...
d) minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled
e) where approapriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that,

because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027



A-5-VEN-15-0026
Page 4 of 5

The approved development may not be consistent with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the
Coastal Act because the bulk and scale of the structure may not be compatible with the
structures on the surrounding block or the community character of the North Venice
subarea.

Page 2-17 of the certified Venice Land Use Plan contains a Development Standard for
Residential Lot Consolidations. Subsection b states, in part:

In order to preserve the nature and character of existing residential
neighborhoods, lot consolidations shall not be permitted in the Venice
Canals and Silver Strand Residential Neighborhoods. No more than two lots
may be consolidated in...North Venice. Lot consolidations may be permitted
only subject to the following limitations:

I No building or structure shall be constructed on what were more than
two contiguous lots prior to lot consolidation...

ii. Building facades shall be varied and articulated to provide a
pedestrian scale which results in consistency with neighboring
structures on small lots. Such buildings shall provide habitable space
on the ground floor, a ground level entrance and landscaping and
windows fronting the street...

il Front porches, bays, and balconies shall be provided to maximize
architectural variety.

The City approved development may not be consistent with these standards because the
single family residence would consolidate two lots and is being developed by the same
property owner and architect (and under the same City hearing) as the adjacent
development next door (416 Grand Blvd, subject to related appeal A-5-VEN-15-0027). The
facade does not appear to be articulated and does not appear to be consistent with the
mass and scale of neighboring structures. Front porches and balconies do not appear to
be provided — and even if they are proposed they may be located behind an approximately
nine foot high wall fronting the residence.

Page 2-15 of the certified Venice Land Use Plan contains a standard for Residential Building
Height in the North Venice Subarea, which states:

Not to exceed 30 feet for buildings with flat roofs; or 35 feet for buildings
utilizing a stepped back or varied roofline. The portion that exceeds 30 feet in
height shall be set back from the required front yard one foot for every foot in
height above 30 feet.

Based on the City approved plans, it is not clear that the angled roofline which exceeds 30
feet in height is set back from the required front yard one foot for every foot in height
above 30 feet.

Finally, the City approved development appears to include a solid wall approximately nine
feet high which may front the street and wrap around not only the structure approved by
the City subject to City of Los Angeles Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2014-
1358-CDP-1A, but also the adjacent development next door (416 Grand Blvd, subject to

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027




A-5-VEN-15-0026
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related appeal A-5-VEN-15-0027). That wall would be higher than allowed by the City of
LA zoning code and would not be consistent with the character of the area. Cumulatively,
the City’s actions to approve Coastal Development Permit No. ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A
and the adjacent development next door could prejudice its ability to develop a certified
Local Coastal Program.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

W@LM/ dord ! Z/ &Ys~

Signature of Appellant(ﬁ) or Authorized Agent Déte

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

| SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Forr@%@ BV E@ '
South Coast Region

APR 17 2015

SECTIONI  Appellant(s)

- Name:  Robin Rudisill, as an individual and not on behalf of the VNC or LUPC, et &/
" Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk ' ¢ AL"E SRNI A
(Gl Venico #pCods: CA o 9091 eopSTAL COMMISSION

® eee
t SECTION II, Decision Being Appealed

1.  Name of local/porf government:~~ ' 7
LA

(2. Brief description of development being appealed:

é 418-422 Grand--demo existing duplex, construct [2 of 2] new 5,200 sq ft SFD with attached 2-car garage

!

13, Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no,, cross street; ete.):: 1y
| 418~422 Grand Blvd, cross street Riviera Ave, APN: 423-802-0004 (same as 416 Grand) & 423.302‘.‘000.5‘

-4, Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

00 Approval; no special conditions

X]  Approval with special conditions:

' [0 Denial . .

i : R | .

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable,

‘ ' e gt

? ' [DATEFILED:

% DISTR.ICT Lo

d Apr- From-415 499 0268 To~California Coastal Page 001

Receive 17-15 :08pm
Exhibit 10 - California goastal ngomrmgsmn
A—5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027
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)F’ Appellants
418-422 Grand Blvd,

Appeal 4-17-15

4 Robin Rudisill
s Jason Lord -
v Angelina Meany
4 David Troy Smith
¢ Kevin Keresey
+ Terry Keresey
» Dickie Goddard
* Gretchen Goddard
¢ Dr. Judith Goldman
+ Lydia Ponce
* Laddie Williams o
«Kim Michalowski = 7" -~ ¢

E

T-17

Received Apr=17-15 02:08pm From-415 499 9268 To~California Coastal
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- APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5.  Decision being appealed was made by (check one);

0  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
0  City Council/Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
[0 Other
6. Date of local government's decision: MARCH 17, 2015

7. Local government’s file number (if any):  ZA-2014-1358-CDP-1A & related MND

‘I SECTION IIX, ldentification of Other Interested Persons

. Give the names and addresses Oflhﬂ,fQ!IoWilﬁg parﬁ;'%» (Use additional paper asnecessary). .. - -
. [ [ " ! o T | L [ e
!_ a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

f .
. Rosario Perry, 422 Grand Blvd, LLC, 1880 Century Park East Suite 200, L.A., CA 90067
. Melinda Gray, Gray Mateer Architecture, 639 East Channel Road, Santa Monica, CA 90402

AT T

| b. Names and mailing addresses as available of thoss who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

1)

€

........
JJJJJJJJJ

Recaived Apr-17=15 02:08pm From-415 499 9268 To-California Coastal Page 003

Exhibit: 10 - California Coastal Commission
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| APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTIONIV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

*  Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.
. *  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Lacal Coastal Program, Lénd Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requircments in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

 * This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient

i

submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

. REASONS/GROUNDS:

- A, Due Process:
The recent Appeal decision for this case by the West L.A. Arca Planning Commission did not represent

| “due process,” as the City Attorney constantly interfered-with-the Commission's deliberatians, steeting: ;
them away from any indications that they might be supportive of the Appeals, and including continuing
the original hearing and giving no answer when asked why by the Appellants, and including coming up
with the Motion when the Commissioners were confused, and Including combining the two CDP
decisions into one Motion, among many other details which are summarized in the audio transcript of
-the meeting. Thus, many do not believe that the City Appeal was a fair hearing/due process and thus the

' appeal still deserves an appeal review that is done fairly and according to the "due process" afforded to
all U.S. citizens under the Constitution.

In addition, the Area Planning Commission would not recognize any concerns expressed by the Public
regarding the deficiencies and errors in, and inadequacy of, the CDP Fmdmgs made hy the ZA. See
Exhxblt A for details of some of the concerns on thc: CDP Fxndmgs ’ i

(

SURETE T

B. Violation of/Inconsistencies With Coastal Act & Venice Land Use Plan

- The project violates the Coastal Act, Chapter 3, and the. dcvclopment standarcis and pohcms of 'the
Venice Land Use Plan, which is certified by, the California Coastal Commission as to being in
‘ comphance with the California Coastal Act, and which is used as guidance. by the Coastal Comm,lssmn
in determining whether a project adheres to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

- Violations of Coastal Act Policies and Land Use Plan Policies/Development Standards (see attached
Exhibit B, excerpts from the Venice Land Use Plan, for text), which represent Coasta] Act Chapter 3
Sections 30244, 30250, 30251, 30242, and 30253 (as per page I1-2 of thc Vemcc LUP)

. Page I1-2 and I1-3, Coastal Act Policy Section 30251 & 30253.5. ~+ = ~!00 . oo i
Venice is one of the most popular Communities in the world, not just the few blboks around ttie beach
area, but the entire' Community of three square miles. On page 111 of the Venice LUP, Véﬁwe fe.
- described as “a group of identifiable nelghborhoods with umque planning and’ coastal issues. The
-surrounding neighborhood where this property is located is in the North Veni¢e Subarea; between the
-beach area and Abbot Kinney Blvd, and is located in the historic "Lost Canals of Venice of America®
area.

2, Page I1-5, Land Use Plan Policy 1.A.1.b.i, ii, and ii, ' e e e ek
- As per the intent of the plans and the applications, the three lots/2 homes are meant'to he consdhdated

{

| '!'}‘ii' ‘53‘@_
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which is not allowed. See attached Exhibit C. Even if only 2 lots were being consolidated, this project |
does not comply as the building at 416 Grand does not have habitable space on the ground floor, does
not have landscaping and windows fronting the street, and does not have front porches, bays or
balconies.

3. Page 1110, Land Use Plan Policy 1.A.5.
b‘ The project does not preserve and protect stable multi-family residential nelghborhoods, nor does it
allow for the residents’ quality of life to be maintained and :mprovcd The project eliminates muti-family

"affordable housing” for 6 units, or approximately 12 residents, in favor of luxury home(s)/single-family
dwellings, Not only is the mass and scale and thus character of the building not compatible with-the.. . .-
surrounding neighborhood (see Streetscape at attached Exhibit D for analysis), but taken together with
other past and future similar developments, this project causes an adverse cumulative impact on this
neighborhood and the Venice Commnity. In addition, because this owner has 6 adjacent lots on this
same block, and he is developing them all within a short time of each other, this will cause an immediate

K impact. In other words, in one fell swoop, one developer would completely change the character of this
neighborhood. In addition,. Policy 1.A.5. indicates that stable multi-family neighborheods:arg to be -
‘preserved and protected, and that "the residents' quality of life can be maintained and improved" .
‘whereas in this case the residents were not only evicted but they were not informed of the Mello Act
determination being performed or of their rights in that regard prior to being offered a "voluntary -
eviction" deal, including their right of first refusal on any new-replacement units, This neighborhood and
the Venice Commumty is rapidly losing its affordable[ housing and related residents, and thus its social,
racial and economic character as well, which is of unllmlted value, Losmg affordable hmmmg Units’ that
could have been replaced if the Mello Act was properly enforced hurts dur commumty, and the

economic and racial and social diversity of the Venice neighborhoods,

As you know, the Coastal Act requires the Commission and Staff to encourage affordable housing in the
Coastal Zone--Section 30604 (f): "The Commission shall encourage housing opportynities for persons
‘of low and moderate income;" and Section 30604 (g): "The Leglslature finds 'and ‘decldres that it is
important for the Commission to encourage the protection of existing and" the provisioh“bf new
raffordable housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income’ in’ the Coastal Zone It
follows from "encouraging affordable housing in'the Coastal Zonc:" that the Commrssmn wmld also
g dlscaurage the loss of affordable housing in the Coastal Zone.

A

i 4. Page I1-13, Land Use Plan Policy 1.A.7.d.Yards e
Yards are not provided as required, in order to acoommodatc fire safety, open space, penneable. land‘
arca and on-site recreation consistent with the cMstmg scale and characer of the neighborhood

5. Page 1I-15 Land Use Plan Policy 1 ALl2, chlaccment Affordable Housmg , '

'The residents were not informed of the Mello Act determination being performed or 0f thbir hghts m :
that regard prior to being offered a "VOluntary eviction” dcal mcludmg thetr nght of B rst reﬁlsal on any )
lnew replacement units.

L T L A I N A  ;;=31;:::;

|6. Page 11-26-27, Land Use Plan Policy 1.E.1. and 1.E2. R S

As per the California Coastal Commission, due to Venice's historical character, ‘its Wtde fa‘nge of
architecture (under the definition of architecture using Land Use Plan Policy 1/E.3., which stafes that
varied styles of architecture are encouraged, but while at the same time maintaining the nelghbmhood
;scale and massing), its diverse population, and its expansive recreation area, "Venice, prlmai 11y a -
‘residential community beyond the beach and oceanfront hoardwalk has engendered a status as one of

AT o ok s

EthRt') E}}‘Ovaga“foéglr;lcggal ommlss on From-415 499 9288 | To=California Coastal Page 005
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the more unique coastal communities in the State, and therefore, a coastal resource to be protected (CDP
5-14-0084). Venice is known to be one of the most special and distinctive coastal communities in
California, and this project would harm as opposed to protect Venicde's unique and special qualities,
including economic, racial and social diversity, In addition, as per the Streetscape at attached Exhibit I,

the project does not respect the scale, massing and landscape of the existing swrrounding residential

neighborhood. The project entails a 3-lot consolidation (or even, as it is argued by the Applicant, a 2-lot
consolidation), which should be restricted/not allowed for unique/special coastal communities, in ordet
to protect the scale of the existing neighborhoods. ’

C. Drought/water conservation:
It must be noted that California is experiencing an extreme and unprecedented drought, and severe water
conservation measures have been put into place, Under these circumstances, it would not be prudent for

a California development to include a swimming pool. In addition, having a4 swimming pool situated .

inside the front gate in the way that this one is situated would likely cause the Applicant to have to
reiquast an exception from LAMC for a taller front fence/wall height, for safety and security reasons re.

the swimming pool, which would result in yet another_issue of incompatibility to the neighborhood for: ;-
this property.

D. Sensitive Coastal Resource Area: _
Venice is not only a Special Coastal Community, but due to its existing coastal housing for low- and
moderate-income persons, it is also a Sensitive Coastal Resource Area, an area within the Coastal Zgnp
of vital interest and sensitivity. See Exhibit E for information on the Vemce Land Use Plah, iricliding'a
summary of Venice Coastal Issues and deﬁnltlons of Sensmve Coastal Resourcc Area emd Specml
Coastal Commumty

§ N e - I
I : " Lo

Lastly, on Exhibit E, page 1-2 it is noted that responsibility for carrymg out the prowsmns of Ihe Stat
affordable housing code rests with the local government. So even though the Coastal Commsssion hés :
some control over a development via the Coastal Development Permit approval, if it is apparent that'the |

Mello Act is not being followed and in fact is being abused and thus the City is not protecting affordable
housing in the Coastal Zone, given that the Coastal Commission has a responsibility to encourage
affordable housing and/or discourage the loss of affordable housing, then it should consider conditioning
or denying its Coastal Development Permit until the problem is corected by the City, .

[
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, APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4

SECTION V, Certification

correct to the best of my/or knowledge.

_ %M/W

51

Section VI, Agent Authorization

I/We hercby R - s : T TOO ST e
authorize ' ' :
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

e

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:
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CASE NO_ZA 2014-1358(CDP)
S ———— N

Ul l(‘quzz"mna( & qut PAGE 7 E nM !@€§

Case No. ZA 2005-6308(CDP}ZAAXMEL) - On Febtuary 15, 2008, the Zoning

Adminisirator approved a coastal development permit for the construction of two,
two-story ovar habitable basement, 3,100 square-foot single-family dwellings, and
adjustments to permit 3-foot side yards at 417 East Venice Way,

Public Hearing

The public hearing was held on Octoher 2. 2014, in th
Bullding.

Melinda Giray, Architect:

e Wast Los Angeles Munlc‘r_pal

The property is on Grand Boulevard where the Grand Canalwas previously looated

L
- There are thres lots (418, 418, and 422 Grand Boulevard)
. The firet house is two-stores, 1,475 square fest and has a two-car garage
. A 5,200 square-foot home will be built on two lots (418 and 422 Grand Boulevard)
. The dweliings comply with all of the setback and height requiremants
- The main dwalling at 418-422 Grand Boulevard will he 2-1/2 stories with & balcony
i overlooking Grand Boulevard
. The house will have four bedrgoms and apaolinthe rear .~
« - There are two covered parking spaces and room for a guest space - - -

) We are incorporating sustainable desighfeatures, Materials, nd sular watsrheater -
. . forthe pooland the house .~ ' e o e

= We went ta the Venice Neighborhood Council the permit for 416 Grand Boulavard B i Wy

: was approved but they ran out of time before hearing the 418-422 pemit. . .5 ; L

+ .. The VNC Board will hear it on October 21. s

+ . The duplexes ware demolished on the sité in April under a valid permit

[ Robin Rudisill, Venles Neighborhood Council: R & SRR N -

Tussday the LUPC voted to support 416 Grand o :' ;

.-
. We only heard that project _ :
. We will go before the VNC Board on October 21 ’,.w-'v""""' \H\ ‘\S. \h\'
. We have some Malie determination questions regarding the second project
o There was only one MNO for hoth properties which seems ta be unusual ) l}fm
. rrkesf /. Waeo askes b

k’ MANDATED FINDINGS ‘ ’ v\ a V\g
. In order for @ coastal development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings o l t e Qe L
| maintained in Sedtion 12.20.2 of the Loe Angeles Municipal Cods rust be made in tha b m ' Fﬁ@ﬁ .
affimnative. Following is a delineation of the findings and the application of the facts ofthis £,
. case io same. , S ' .
1. The dovetopmentis in confbrm_l_iy with Chapter 3 of the Ca!ifékql_a Coast;_;! Act \'H\Q-f Z-« A‘

E . af1976. | | | L | bo_H‘ a.f UJH’&W\
| - . - MND wastr
| - | SFD on
2 lots, whioh
S héyax”mﬁf@f’
- Coustul Zove

SpeertizPlan
wgﬂvvwm&w (

..1' i

b - California Coastal Commission
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The subjsct proparty is 2 level, rectangular-shaped 4,806 square-foot, two-lof parcel
in the RD1.5-1-O Zone. The property is located at 418 and 422 Grand Boulevard in
the North Venice subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Spacific Plan. Itls one of four
adlsining vacant lots with a commen properly owner which were formerly developed
with two 1,840 square-foat duplex buildings. The addresses of the three adyommg
lots are 418 and 424 Grand Boulsvard. The site is within a Methane Zone, is.
stibject to earthquake-induced liqusfaction, is within a Tsunami inundation Zone
and is within the single permit jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zane,

The Diractor autharized the demolitionrof the buildings and the assaciated Mello Act
clearancea pursuant to DIR-2013-2203 VSO-MEL and DIR-201 &2910-V8(€6¥I%
Ed ] ' [} -
9y, pplicant 5 reqUESing & coastal develo ment perm to authorize the
constmctmn of 8 three-sto:x 4818 gguarﬁfoot gingle-family dwelling with an
) = sqUare-oot, wo-car garage. VenicUIar access 1SV a e alley located
at tha southenly property fine. The proposed dwelling hasa v
& feel as measured from the cenieriing of the street. The app oant filed &
concurrent coastal devslopment permit application to construct a fwo-story 1,g§5
square-foot single-family dwelling on the adjacent lot to the west at 416 -Gran
Boulsvard (ZA 2014-1356(CDP)). Under a separate. application, a singla-famiy
dweﬂlng is propused at 424 Grand Boulevard d (ZA 2014—3910(CDP))"' g"“"""‘" ,

Chaptar 3.0f the Goastal Ac:t contams tha varlous po!icy prowsmns of wch-
legislations Pertinent fo the Instant request are the policies with respect to
Development. Section 30250(&) states the fcllowlng regardmg naw resldanﬁal.
development . . ‘

..&hall he Incatad within, contiguous wtth. orin close proximity to, extetmg
devsloped sreas able {o'accommodate it or, where such areas are not abls
to accommodate it, in othier areas with adequate public sehvices and whete it
will not have significant adve.rse effacts, elther individually or cumulahvely. on

coastal fesources. 20 9.93

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act¥Wurther statag'new development shall: hn-kmulad-"'
era appropriate, protect specfa! communtities a&nd helghborhmods which,

A O ARt “’-ﬁ-‘r,r.w.-rsi;m' ;mm & B

i

'r

3y
I

9_,5

}
13
i
k

7 ¢ becauae of theit un!que characteristics, are pOpu(ar vlslter destmaﬂon point
recreational uges.” development shall beffesigne scifhe

Teual gualities of coastal areas."§The property is Iocated in # develuped args of
Venice that has adequate pubiic sgrvices and is approximately 1/2-mile from the
beach. The building records indicate that the duplex buildings located on the site
ware constructed in 1847, The praposed construstion of a single-family dwelling is
consistant with the site's RD1.5 zoning and with the historis use of the aro&.e% '
The dweliing's height, density, floor area, setbacks and parking are consisien
the LAMC and Venlce Goastal Zone Spedific Plan regulations. The dwelling will be
canstructad In ¢onformance with the 2018 Grean Building Code, and the 2013
Building Code that mandate the using ofenergy efficient apofiancés; gresn building
materials, and water conservation in hew developments. Grading conaists of 35

suble vards of cut and 25 cublc yards of fill. ‘The project will be required 1o comply
with the Clty's Best Management Practices for controfling runoff dunng and aﬂer

Rec
| Exh|b|t 1
1 i A-5-VEN&15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027

fved  Apr=17-15 02:09pm From-415 499 9268 To-California Coastal’ ~ Page . 015
- California Coastal Commission SRR T e




04-1 ?—’15 13:54 FROM- Embassy Suites Hotel  415-499-8268 | T-171  POO17/0042 F-B71

i

i CABENQ, ZA 2014-1358(CDP)

H B hlis_scoess) recreation, pu Yhe marine.
2 Th dradging, filiing or diking of coastal waters or
wetiands associated with the project. As conditioned, the proposed development

will ba I conformity with the Coastal Act. 7 & u ‘q , "
i e chopu 7 Cov R .
[2Y e developman!uﬂli[wl!l gn&:rejudice the ability of the City of Los Ange% Z,A aw %m hﬂ%

I prepare a local coastal program that is In conformity with Ghapter 3 of the ,
; ‘ Californin Coastal Act of 1976,

wEH'“OW.S 'ﬁ)?'m \Ob—

; Coastal Act Section 30604(a) states that prior fo the centification of @ Local Coastal
; Program {"LCP"), & coastal development permit may only be issued if & finding can
be made that the proposed developrent is in conformance Wwith CE’E?‘“-E ;gg'
; Coastal Act, The Coastal ComMiESion cart & Venice Local Coastal Lang Lise
Plon (“LUPSS on June 14, 2001; hawever, the neeessary implstnen v=r)
The City is i ges Ol p &.;

| have not bean adopled.
: prior lo its adaption fhe L B 8 0f thes siateer
e character and soale of existing single-family neighborhoads is
i ow for infill devalopment provided thal it iz compatible with and
Baintains the JENANY, characier and scale'ST 1 2 gxisting developmant.

tThe property Is located on a rasidentlal section of
tngle- and multi-famnily dwalling that are one g
years there have been nufieriGs fino. 30T Tieae-s

Grand Boulsvard developed with
g¢ slorigs, Quar the past ten..

¢ subject and adjacent blockE. The : e
e : £ : swg sinﬁbﬁmﬂgjﬂg}]{ng are allowed under the site’s RD1.5-4T7Zone, (s Law
3 w edlum Il Density land use designation, and with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific
: (s RY &l_algApproval of the single-fatnily developrient will not prejudics the ability ofthe
- < y

g ° prepare a fogal coastal pragram that is in conformity with. Ghiapter3 of the -
- OTOJI VMDA |, California Coastal Aet i . RPN
3. .The Intetprafive Guidelines for Coastal Planning and Periits as established

] by the California Coasfal Commission dated February 11, 1977 and any \ .
k subsequent amendments | theteto have been (veviewed,  analyzéd and -

: considered in light of the individual profect ity making this'dstermination.

The Coastal Commission's Refjional Interpretive Guidelines have been reviewsd
and considered. The guidelines for North Venice were adopted by the Commission
in 1980, prior to the adaption of the LUP and the Venice Coastal Zone Specific |
Plan. Following prevalling case law {e.g., Pacific Legal Foundation v. Coastal ..

Gorinission (1952) 33 Cal.3d 158), the City’s delermination is based on the cited
% , provils!?ns of the Cafliforaia Coastal Act and other legally established laws and
] fegulations, ‘. o P e e .

e H - ' oo
4. The decislon of the permit.granting autharity has. been guided by any
: applicable decision of the California Coastal Gommission pursuaiitio Section
b 30625(e) of the Public Resources Gode, which provides that prior decislons of
the Coastal Gommission, wheve applicable, shall guide [soal governments in

PThe Finding 15 thadegidde and Tails fo s bev?

| [ ~The e me@ w ( ﬂO"’—G‘—Q‘l - »'W, -
| LLP. Dnodns o “FT NOT o look

|| dedlopient & gomgatibic
| i(\cah«@&*\‘blea , -8 e
(%gﬁ‘ Prvding S rows Hhed Yhey ove NOT Gowpihible,
L. TNe Indi o'n[t( SEVWES fo  hovnoafeize “TRe-
' reRghbethatks and exglott 4 vr

i ol K : - L | ' To-Cafifornia Coastal . Page 017' fee
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INTRODUCTION
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- 32,270 spermanent residdnts: wiany. of 'whom inhabit thé small” summer.

Chapter 1|
LAND USE PLAN POLICIES , R »

POLICY GROUP I.

LOCATING AND PLANNING NEW DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL '\IISUAL'
RESOURCES AND SPECIAL COMMUNITIES

ey

Developed as a beach resort, Venice was known as the Coney lsland of the
Pacific. Historically it has attracted people from all social and ethnic groups
to the cogst to Tlive, work and play. While itile remains ofﬁ%%?cap_q[
America” that was built by Abbot Kinney, Venice is still strangly influenced
by His past. Each weekend hundreds of thousands of people are still
atlracted to the shore to enjoy the ambiance of this coastal community.

Kinney envisioned Venice to be more than a resort and today itis home fo

homes built on substandard lots along paved sireets over ‘canals, Others
live on substandard lots {many are less than.3, 000 squara feet inarea) that '
have beon redeveloped with more substantial single-family homes and multi-

unit structures. Yet Venice remajns the quintessentlal coastal viilage where
eople of all social and aconomic Javels are able to five in what is 60 i, by
Southern California standards, considered to be affordable housing.
Dwerslt’! of lifestyle, income, and Culture ypilies e Venice community.
nited by the term Vénefians with all its connotative meanings, Venice [s”

" reaily & group of identlfiable nieighborhoads with uhique planining and o coastql
Issues.

As a result of prior development and changes in land use, thare has
emerged a blend of residential uses of various intensities, commercial uses
and some minor industrial uses. -Housing is located in single-family homes,
multi-famnily dweflings, and mixed-use structures including livefwork sitist
studios.  Although' niany of the: commercial 'usés are orlented to the
automaobile traffic, there are numerous instances of comimerclal uses which
are. more pedestrlan orlented,: particularly near-the beach. -While Venice,
contains traditional. light industrial uses it.also has. & concentratdon of
industrial structures which: house artist galleries: and live/work  studioe: -
Much of thig Unusual mixture of uses has lts arigin in tthe -area’s initial
amusement park activities. . R :

The wbdw:alun patterns In Vanrce are also uniqua the Iaycvut of whlch stall
reflacts the original canal system and rail lines. Lots range in size from less -
than 3,000 square fest near the beach to 5,000 square feet-closerto Lincoin
Boulevard: Few of the original canals remain. Mozt have been filed inangd.
have become streets for. vehicular traffic, while. others -are now. part of' fhe.
system of walk sireets. G

The requirements of the California Coastal, Act, the historlo developrig!
the community, and the fraffic study conducted for fhe LGP in conjungtion.

TWith numerous plannmg workshops Tield in-the- cammunity Were among tha;™

factors considered in assigning Land lse Categories (in the plafiy

. — e e ¢
LY/ L Progr. s
-1 ‘j
From415 498 9268 ToCalifornia Coastal  Page 08
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Residential land use densities in this LOP have been assigned in the Venice
coastal area to reflact the year 2010 Venice population as projected by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Based oh
circulation ang infrastructure limitations, the.assigned Land Use Categories
resuit in substanfialiy lower build out densities than current zoning capacity.
The development standards also define for each jand use designafion
density of housing units and lot coverage to maintaln the scale and
character of existing residential nengﬁb‘orﬁuoa's and minimize the mpacts
of building bulk and mass. New rasidential development is linked lo the

availability of public servicé¥ aid lnfrastructuna. and in addition fo traffic
EETAS 48 required by

consideration, environmental and coastal access co CETNS as required by

e Coastal Act.

.--——"_"—*__—_-—— . - T} -
Based upon the SCAG projections, the coastal zone within the Venice

v rate of:projected growth to-2ll"Los Ahgeles communities &

Caoastal Act Policies

W

gived Apr-17-15 02:08pm
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Community Plan area has a projected (year 2010) population. of
approximately 38,325 persons. This represents an increase of
approximately 19 percent (or 6,058 parsons).over the existing population of
approximately 32,270 persons (as of 1990) This is based upon & constant

projected growth which would oceur if current trends remain unchanged. '

The policy groups covered by this part of the LUP address the following
Sections of the California Coastal Act, which are included as part of the
Land Use Plan:
Section 30244, leere dsvelopment would adversely lmpact archaeologfcal
or paleontological resources -as identified. by the State Historic Officer,
reaconable mft:gatron'measures shall be- requ:red VIR W
" ! [ M il
sectmn 30250, ;
a,. New residential, commerc:al or industrial dqve!opment except as
. otherwise provided in this division, shal!*be located within, contrguous
with, or in close proximily to, existing developed: aréas able. tg
accommodate It or, where such areas are not.able to- acmmmodate
it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not-
have significant adverse effocts, either individually or cumulatively, on’
coastal resources.- In addition, land divisions, other.than leases.for
agricultural uses.. outsrde existing developed sreas shall be. permitted
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels. in. the area. hava Heen
developed and. the, created parcels.wauld be -no :smafler. than the
average size of surround!ng parcels. - : ’ R
1.

b. Where feasible, new hazardous mdustrlal davelopmenr shai/ be

lecated away from existing developed areas.

¢.. . Visitor-serving. facilities that cannot. fessibly be located in existing
developed areas shall-be locatéd in exigting isolatod developments or
at selected points of attraction for visitors.

nd a&sﬁumaéa i

Section 30261. The scenie. and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be

e

Vi 1 owsl Can m

{1-2
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—dV 1&

considered and protected as a & of public importance. Permitted

~—gaveTspment shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along e

. “otwan and seenic coaslal areas, 1o minimize the alteration of natural Tand

{ —Yoris, to b8 vistally compalible with the charactsr of sum:undfng areas,
and where feasible, to restore and eénhance visual in visuall

“Gegraded arcas. New developrment in highly scenic areas sucF as thoge

designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan

" prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local
govemment shall be subordinate fo the character of its setting.

Section 30252. The location and amount of new developm ga,{ should
_maintain and enfi@ance. public accoss to the coastby: . .. R
—— -
1. facliitating the provision or extension of transit service,

2. providing commercial faciliies within or adjoining residential
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of cosstal
access roads

s Lty

' 3. providmg non-automablle mrculaﬂon within the dsvelo;;mem

4. providing adequate parking faciliies or providing substitute means of ¢
serving the development with publfic transportation,

5 assuwring the polential for public transit for high In tensfty uses such as
. high-rise office buildings and, by - : TR
&

assuring that the recreational needs"of new msidamé WIII not o‘:iarlbéfk;‘
nearby coastal recrealion aress -by .correlating . the -amount; af

] development. with local park acquisition-and, tevelopment pians wi,th
V\C/f- (cuu/:j the provision of on-sf:e recroational facilites to sen.re, the new
. devalopmant i I L omenti

ohore=

Section 30253. New development shall

1. Minimize risks lo lifé and properly in areas of high geclogie, flood; and
fire hazard,

2. Assure stabrldy and structural integrity, and, nefther create nor
contribute significantly to erosion, geolagic instabiity, or destruction
of the sile or surrounding areas or in.any way. require the construction,
of protactive devices that would substantially- alter natural. Jand-forms:
along blults and cliffs,

3. Be consistent with.requirements.imposed by an alr pellution control
district or the State Air Resources Confrol Board as fo each parhcular
development. v : ‘ 5o .

4. Minimize energy consumptton and vehic!e mn’&s traveled

5. ) Where appropriate, pmlect spec:a! commun!!ies and neighbomoods
which, because of their unique characleristics, are popular visitor

o

fenioe L ocal Progna
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Yet iz

- . destination points for recreational uses.

. Section 30264, New or-expanded public works facilities shall be deslgned

' and limited to accommodate needs generated by development or uses
permitted consistent with the provisions of this divigion; provided, however,
that it ia the intsnt of the Legisiature that State Highway Route 1-in rural
areas of the coastal zane remain a scenic two-lane road. Special districts
ghall not he formed or expended except where assessment for, and
provision of, the services would not induce new development inconsistent
with this division. Where existing or planned public works facilities can

. accommodate only a limited amount of new dévelopment, services to

coastal-dependent land use, essential public services and basic Industries
vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public reareatlon
commerclal recreation, and visitor-sarving land uses shall not be precluded
by other development.

Section 3025%5. Coastal-dependent davelapmenta shait have pﬂonty over
. other developments on or near the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere
f ' o e iR this divislon,-coastal-dépei@ent dévelopments shall hal be sited i & -
T % welland.  When approprizte, coastalrelated developments stiould .be
E accommodated within reasonable proximiy to the coastal-dependent uges = -
' they support. '

to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable
long-term growth where consistent with this-division. However, where new
or expanded coastal-dependent industrial faclities cannot feasibly be
ﬁ : accommodated consistent with other policies of this division; they. may.
nenethelese be permitted in accordance w:fh thig t:eotionl and: Seotlon
30261 and 30262 if . e wo i :

% Section 30260. Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged
]

1. alternat:ve locations are mfaas:ble or mqre enwronmentally damagmg,
2, todo atherwise would adversely affoct the pub!lc we!fare. and e

1 _ : 3. adverse enviranmental effects are mllngated o ths maxrmum exten{

feasible. :

s )
L
g 1

: Yl ol m

-4 ‘
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200 &
LAND USE PLAN POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES
! Residential Land Use Policy I. A, 1. Residential Deveiopm’eht. Thé maximum densitiés,
and Development - building heights and bulks for residential developmant In the Venics Goasfat
Standards Zone shall be defined by the Land Use Plan Maps and Height Exhibits

(Exhibits 9 through 16}, and the corresponding lal @ categories and the

develapment standards ag described in this LUP. Refer to Palicies IL.C.10
I development standards for walk streets and to Policies I1.A.3 and 4ar

parking requirements. _ —

"8 Roof Access Structurés,  Building heighte and bulks &hall be
contralled to preserve the nature and character of oxisting resideontial
neighborhoods. Residential structures may have an enclosed stairway

‘ {roof access structure) to provide access to a roof provided that:

i.  The roof access structure shall not excesd the specified flat roof
. height limit by more than 10 feet; :

.+ The roof access striibtute'Shall be dasigned and oriented4d:a3 "~ |
to reduce its visivility from adjacent public walkways’ and
recreation areas;

lil. The area within the outsids walls of the roof access structure
shall be minimized and shall not exceed 100 square feet in area
&s measured from the outside walls; and,

v, All roof access structiires shall be set back at least 60 horizontal
‘ Taet from the mean high tide fine of Ballona Lagoon, Venice |
| ‘ Canals, Grand Canal and the inland side of the Esplanade (Gity
right-of-way). : T Ce S

Notwithstanding - other - policies of this LUP, cﬁi_mhey's].' exhaust ducts,
ventitation shafts and other similar devices assential for building funetion
may exceed the specified height limit in a residontial zone by five feet,

b. Residential Lot Consolidations. in order to preserve the nature and
~character of existing residential nelahbormands, ot consolidatio g shall
-hot be permitted in the Venice Canals end Silver Strand. residential

neighborhoods. nore than iwo lots may be consolidated in the
Ballona Lagoon West, Ballona Lagoon (Grand Cana ast, Southeast

_ ! ) Venice, Mitwood, North Venloe-and Oxford Triangle nelghborhoods and :
?1 : . on walk streets., L6t consolidations of ngt more than three lots shall be
! permitted in the Oakwood and Marina Peninsula resldential
neighborhaods, - Lot consolidations may. be permitted o'nl;;- subject-to

the following limitations; . - P KR 2

I. - Nobuilding or structure shall be constructed on what were more
than two contiguous lots . prior to fot consolidation -with the
excaption of subterranean development that .is entirely balow
street elevation. _ Lo

i i, Building facades shall be varied and ariculated {o provide. a
% ortien | it At B

il-5
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11 L z
stru i o aby
space,_on _fhg gwni ﬂ%;, a ground level erfrance and
. . andscaping and windows fronting the sireet. No increase in the .
umber oF units Shal result from-the lot consolidation. R
Iii., Front porches, bays and balconies shall bs pravided to maximize
architectural variety, S —:.

—

Single-Famlly Resgidential R
The Venice LUP recognizes the importance of the existing pedestrian scale
gingle-family residential neighborhoods ahd the need to cohserve them. As -
most communities, the greater portion of Venice was originally devejoped
with single-family homes for both permsnent residents and as temparary
resor_housing. Today stable single-family neighborhoods continue to exist
T portions of Venice. While the standard low density, one unit per 5,000
square foot lot is commot [n Veruée, s!ngle-famlly homes on lots as small
Care s gsl 2500 square feét ard Just dsTcommon and Ta-‘réfnindei ol the 1 -0
i communily's origin a$ a resort town. The maintenance of the characterand -
i density of these stable single-family nelgﬁﬁo%ﬁioo@s i$ congistent with the ™
objectives of the State Coastal Act and the "s Ganeral Plan,

| G N
|
|

Policy 1. A. 2. Preserve Stable Single-Family Residential
Neighborhoods. Ensure that the character and scale of existing single-
famlly ne!ghborhood$ is mamtained and alliow.for. inﬁll development provided

evelopment. - A second regidential unit.or.an-accessory living
‘ ~Guarter may bo perrmifted on lots designated for single-family residence land ‘
i uses, provided that the lot has.a minimum lot-area of 4,600 square feet in

the Venice Canals subarea, or 10,000 square feat in the Siiver Strand,
Southeast Venice, or Oxford Triangle subareas. and all units conformto.the

height limif, parking requ:rements, and other development standards -
applloable to the site.

Policy I. A. 3. Smgle-Fam:ly Dwelling - Low Density. Accommodate
o .the development of single-family dweliing units Tn & 4%, degignated. as
§ . “Single-family Residential® and “Low Density” on.the Venice Coastal Land
. Use Plan. (Exhibits 9 throughwm\'rye;opment shall comply with the

density and development standards set forth in- this LUP

o  Southeast Venice and the Oxford Triangle .

Use: Single-family dwelling / one unit per lot
Density: One unit per 5,000 square faet of Iot area

Yards: Yards shall be required in order to accommgdate the need for
fire safety, open space, permeable fand area for on-site percolation of
stormwater, and on-gite recreatlon.consistent with the- existing scale
and chavacter of the neighborhood. '

Venfea 1 stal Program
1i-6
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LUP Height Exhibits 13-18). )

d. Oaiwond, NEwood, Southeast and Horth Yenie
cl-llllll,.l.l

Use; Duplexes and multi-family stuclures, -
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svainr than 4,000 squam et are ___._-& o & mavdmum densily of
boro s,

Raplacament UnxBorss Denally; Lok ﬁwm_s than 4,000 squers
Tool con o exdra densify a1 therake of ans wik for pach 1,500 squas
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Adjacent Use/Devealopment: The only parmitted development adjacent

to the canals and lagoon shall be habitat restoration, single-family

dwellings, public parks and walkways, subterranean or surface public

parking lots, maintenance activities and emergency repairs. Surface

public parking lofs shall be permifted only where sufficient access and

roadway capacily exists to accommodate such parking. New

construction along the Canals, and Ballona Lagoon shall comply with

standards for setbacks, noise bariers, landscape plan, pervious

surfacing with drainage control measures to filter storm run-off and

direct it away from environmentally senslitive habitat areas, buffer areas

in permanent open space, land dedication for-erogion-control-and - — — .o —
wetland restoration including off-site drainage improvements. For more
details refer to the provisions contained in Policy Group LA,
Residential Land Use and Development Standards, and Pollmas V.G
and fv.C.2, Stormwater Runoff and Girculation.

Policy I. D. 2. Venice Beach. Venice | each stretches along the coast
from Navy Street on the north to the entrance channel of Marina Del Rey

UselDens:ty The beach shali be zoned Open Space and used Yor’ e
public recreation. There ghould be no further construction on the Co
beach other than police substation, City's and County’s operational

and management offices, recreational and accessory facilities such as
playground equipment, athletic facilities. restrooms, lifeguard stations,

bikeways, related short-term bicycle parking, walkways, Hghting

facilities where appropriate, and necessary expansion of existing or
installation of new infrastructure. - Reconstruction and rehabilitation of

existing facilities shall be encouraged. Development shall be sited to

protect Least Tem nesting areas and ather enwronmentally sensitive

habitat areas. :

Policy 1. D. 3. Views of Natural and Coastal Recreation Resources.
The scale of development shall comply with height timits, setbacks and
standards for building massing specified in Policy Groups 1A and 1.B;
Residential and Commercial Land Use and Development, Standards of this
LUP, in order to protect public views of highly scenic coastal areas and vista
points, including, but not limited to, the canals, lagoon, jeity, pier, Ocean o
Front Walk, walk streets and pedestrian ariented specla commumtlss

i —— —

t Policy 1. D. 4, Signs. Rooftop mgns and bnllbcards are prohrbned m all
land use categories. Business identification signs shall comply with the
height limits and development standards specified in the LUP to ensure they
do not adversely affect view sheds and view corridors. ‘

Preservation of Venige Policy I. E, 1. General. Venice's umq e'a__cla an archlteclural diversit

~a% @ Special Goastal should be protected as a pursuant to Chapter 3
Community - -g_ﬁ_lj_e_;'ga_,hfomla Coastal Act of 1976

Palicy 1. E. 2. Secale. New devalopment within the Venice Coastal Zone
shall respeot the scale and character of community development. Buildings
which are of @ scdle compatble with the community {(with respedf ta bulk

[

— . Venice Leol Cosital Pooguam
il-26
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height, buffer and setback) shall be encouraged. ‘_j_\l_L new development @id
renovations should respecf the scals, massing, and, landscape of egst{r[? g(' :
residential neighborhoods. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect .
’E fhe scale of existing neighborhoads. Roof aécess struclures shall be limiled [{ (]
o The minimum size necessary to reduce visual impacts while providing - .
access for fire safety. In visually sensitive areas, roof access structures '
shall be get back from public recreation areas, public walkways, and all
waler areas o0 that the roof access structure does not result in a visible
increase in bulk or height of the roof line as seen from a public recreation
area, public walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed
- the height limit by more-than-ten-(10) feet-—Roof-deck-enclosures.(e.g. . - i - —-
railings and parapet walls) shall not exceed the haight limit Ey_ more than 42 5{01
inches and shall be constructed of rallings or transparent materials. !
otwithstanding other policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust ducts,
ventilation shafls and other similar devices essential for building function
may excssd the specified helght Bmit in a residential zone by five feet.

! implementation Strategios
R : R T nme gy o

The LiP shall include development regulations and procedures (with respect
to bulk, scale, height, setbacks, density, landscaping and types of use) to-
implement these policies.

Policy 1. E. 3. Architecture. Varied styles of archifecture are encouraged
with building facades which incarporate variad planes and textures while
maintaining the neighborhood scale and massing... s

Policy 1. E. 4. Redevelopment. Projects involving large-scale fand .
acquisition and clearance shall be discouraged In favor of rehabilitation, A
restoration and conservation projects, especially those involving single-
family dwellings. co

Palicy 1. E. 5. Nonconforming Struatures. Where extenéive’ténovétion’ﬁ
of and/Bt thajor adaition o @ stucture is proposed and the affectad structurs

is_ nonconforming or there is another noncanforming structure on the site, or

a project is proposed that would greatly extend the life of a nonconfortning

__slructure or that eliminates the nead for the nonconformity, the following
shall apply; : '

Unless the City findg that it is not feasible to do so, the project must
result in bringing the noncanfarming structure into compliance with the
current standards of the certified LCP, unless in its nonconformity i
achieves 8 goa| associated with community character (i.e. the reuse
and renovation of a historic structure) or affordable housing that could
not be achieved if the structure conforms to the current standards. of
the certified LCP. : -

Palicy L. E. 6. Constitution. This LUP/LCP is not intended, and shall nat !
be construed, as authorizing the City to exercise its power to grant or deny
a permit in a manner which will constitute an unconstitutional taking. of
private property for public use. This policy is not intended to Increase or

Vepige Lork Castal Proqram
1-27
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Los Angeles ¥ .
HOUSING+COMMUNITY ] . Erlcsmew.myur
lnvestment Department i Mercades M. Minquer, General Manages

Aszet Management Division
1200 Wost 7th Street, 8ih Floor, Loz Avgeles, CA SO0 7

te} 213,0008.8503
hickdiaJacityord

e
s

Date: June 27, 201

To: Greg 311009. Clty Planner
Cify Planviing Department

From: Dauglas Swoger, Director of Assat Management
Los Angeles Housing and Communily Investment Depariment

Subject; allo Act Detervination for
-416-418 & 422-424 Grand Blvd, Venice, CA 50201
ﬂ-""“"—"' e

Baséd on infonnaﬁoh rovided by the owner, 416 aid 418 Grand Blvd u.c a Caifofma ffmited l!abmw company, thé Los
m Hougig and %ﬁmﬂy Invasiment DapamBnt(HC!D) has deteriined that four (4) affo

s B A

! 422 24 Venicg, CAS0291. - - T TR e

| e R e st
the owner, 416 and 418 Grand LLG, U AT B Wil Bl iefam;ly dwamng

>ﬁ spanning 3 of the 4 lols, §The 4% ot will ba incorpordted Into & Fildre project. ﬁmownarputclmed G-418
Y 30, and Grand Bivd on August 8, 2012, A Butiding Permit ias hot heen filed to dafe, ,

Section 4.4.3 of the Intenm Admmlstmhvo Pmoadw:ﬁur com ing wnh the Mel!u Act requires ‘that LAHD collect monthly
hotsing cost data (I BT 18 & e years. ello applicalion statement was recsived by LAKD on-
May 28, 2013. LAHD mustcot!eot data?rom May, 2010 ihmugh May, 2013

Per the owner, Unlt 41 418 are currontiy fe and Ynit 42?.ami 424 wore od b fenants on March 13.

2013, Monthly rant for Unit 416 is $1,240 per month with fenancy that siarted on February 2042, Monthly rent for Unit 41815
$1 146 per month with tenancy that starfad on July 1995 at$750 per month. Monthly sent for Unit 422 was $1,022 per month
and manthly mnt for UnIMZd was $1,830 per month.  LAHD sent the required 30-day feller to each unit, howsver anly Unit

416 reswed In disclosing thelr income and rent on the Request for Determination as Efigible Household Under Wello Act
. ' ,

iy ot S iy

ment for U te ot | '
424 was above affordabla, Hawevar.duetomsufmfentdowmmtathnforurdlm4 LAHDpoticylstoﬂnditaﬁam—"_
i et

e
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oo Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department File
416 and 418 Grand Bivd, LLC, a4 California imitad Habifity cormpany, Owner
“w  Richard A. Rothschild, Westem Genter on Law and Poverty, inc.
o Susenne Browne, Legal Aid Foundation of LA.

DSNVDMACH

An Equal Opportunity 7 Atflsmiative Actian Employer
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VENICE LUP POLICIES (certified by the Coastal Commission June 14, 2001)
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Land Use Plan {Map): North Venice ® Venice Canals s
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HoT>

STORY | LA A8 SUBJECT

he Lost Canals of Venice of America
e e ————— T ————

by Mathan Masters
%5, 2013 9:11 AM

|8+t 413 ]

LG émdoﬁesr Ehows thiough one of Vealoe of America's orginal canals, now a paved roadway. Courtasy of the Los Angoles Pubstic
brary Phot;} Collaction. ’

é piétqj‘resque canals of Vanice, California, ars one of the seaside community's hidden charms,

 sporeted away from the hustle and bustle of the famous boardwalk. But in Venice's early years, the
canals tqﬁt survive today -- restored in the 19908 after decades of neglect -- were only a
adeshow. The jop - the original canals of Abbot Kinney's Venice of Arnerica -- ara lost

t6 history, long ago filled in and now disguised as residential straets.
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Seté

Abbot Kinfoy's ariginal pfan for Vomco of Amcﬁca A!l tho cann'le picmred hene are now waﬂd roads. Gourlesy of the Los Mﬂe!as
Public Library Map Cellection.
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A 1910 advartizemant for tho Vonica Canal Subdivision, which encampatied the canals that survive to this day. Gourtesy of tho
i Library of Congrass.

The original Venice of America canals helped make Kinney's real estate development a succass.
Lots fronting the canals became a favorite cholge for owners of the local amusement concems or
out-of-town tourists looking for a place to pitch a summer cottage. But by the 1920s, the canals
had become seen as an obstacle to progress. Many visitors ware now arriving by autornobile, but
Venice offerad scarce parking, and its streats were designed for pedestrians, not motorears. Inthe
eyes of business owners and city leaders, the canals looked like an opportunity to open up their
community to the automebile.

ln 1924, the city of Vanice -~ then still an Independant municipality « resolved to adapt its
transportation infrastructure for the automobile age. The two Pacific Electric trofleyways running
through the city would be widenad and paved -- today they're appropridtely named Pacific &nd
Electric avenues -- and the canals would be fillad in and convertad into public roads.

Reasidents resisted tha move. Those who livad alohg the canals worriad that their homes would
ioaa thelr waterfront appea), and many in the community questionad the logic of a city with the
name of Venice but no canals, Most importantly, property ownars rebelled against a spacial
asseeamient that would be levied on their holdings to finance the conversion.

f
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- ExhibiFE oD

VENICE

Local Coastal Program
LAND USE PLAN .

Chapter | N
INTRODUCTION

THE COASTAL ACT

This plan has boen prepared to comply with the California Coastal Act of .-
1976, The Coastal Act directs aach local government lying wholly ot parily
. within the Coastat Zone o prepare a Local Goastal Program (LCP) for those
areas located in the Stats's designated Goastal Zone, The Venice Coastal
Zone i the area generally bounded by Marine Strest on the north, the City-
CGounly boundary, Washington Boulevard and Via Marina on the south,

Lineoln Boulevatd and Via Dolce on the sast, and the Pacific Oc¢ean on the
west (see Exhibit 1, Vicinity Map and Exhibit 2, Venice Coastal Zone Map).

ORGANIZATION OF THE VENICE LocAL COASTAL PROGRAM

i The Local Coastal Program (LCP) consists of a local government's land use

| plang, 2oning ordinances, zoning district maps, and other implementing :
5 actlans which implarment the provisions and policies of the California Coastal

i Act atthe Ipeal leval, The LCP contains a Land Use Plan (LUP) and a Local
Implementation Plan (LIP).

The LUP consists of LCP Chapters 1 and 2, the maps enfitled "Venice
Coastal Land Use Plan Maps”, and Exhibits 1 through 23 with the emphasis
placed upon establishing plan goals and defining policy. It indicates the
"kinds, location, and intensity of land uses, the applicable resource

 protection and development policies and, where necessary, a listing of
implementing actions.”

The LIP will cansist of LCP Chapter 3 and will contain the regulatory
controls and incenfives for the systematic implementation of the LUP. The
LIP will be comprised of a specific plan and related implementing ordinances
and zoning map. The LIP will implement the certified LUP with specific
Zoning designations and development standards for all uses within the
Venics Coastal Zone.
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LTS

SUMMARY OF COASTAL ISSUES

Chapter 3 of the California Coastal- Act outlines the following 14 palicy
groups which must be addressed, if applicable, in the LCP,

Shoreline Access

Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facifities

Houslng -

Woater and Marine Resources ..

Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures ~.

Caommetrcial Fishing and Recreational Boating

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

Agriculture

Hazards

10. Forestty and Soils Regources

11, Locating and Plannhing New Development

12, Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities ‘
13. Public Warks . T T
14. Industrial and Energy Development

DENOO AN

The City and California Coaatal Cornmission seek the widest possible publie
Input to identify looal coastal issuss. To this end, the Depariment of City
Pianning has had an engoing program of citizen involvement. Starfing in
1878 seven public meetings were held in both coastal and inland
communities. The 14 policy groups were distributed at the meetings to
inform the public of the general scope of the coastal issues. In addition,
federal, state and local agencles ware contacted for their input. City staff
and Coastal Commission staff held several subsequent mestings to
determine which of the 14 California Coastal Act policies applied in Venice,
to identify the extent to which existing plans met Coastal Agt requirements,
and to defineate any potential conflicts between existing plaris, development

proposals and the policles of the Coastal Act. The resulting local issues
were transiated into a Work Program, which was approved in 1979 by the
)ﬁ%&aﬁl’fgmia Coastal Commission. The Work Program i8sues are
oufiined in_Exhibit 3. Coastal policy groups which were considered
inapplicable to the Venice Coastal Zone are Commerclal Fishing,

- Agriculture, Forestry and Suils, and Energy Development.

Since 1979, the Coastal Act has been amended fo remove the policies that

related to the protection of affordable_hoUsing In the coastal Zona, The
~Tosponsibility for _caiying-ouf_the  provisions of Govemmant  Code

Section 65916 (Affordable Housing) now rests with Iocal government, .

—  VeNmrloow Cooupm Pancra
-2

ExhibilRﬂéﬂiaaﬁl‘ornﬁ@cnbkt&ﬁc&ﬂnﬂgﬁnn From-415 499 9268 To-California Coastal Page 038
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027

e




Locating and Planning
New Development

y |
!

3 4-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027

, 04-17-"15 14:04 FROM- Embassy Suites Hotel  415-499-9268 T-171  POO39/0042 F-671

2NV

| EXHIBIT 3
SUMMARY OF VENICE COASTAL ISSUES

Residential Land Use and Development

conversion of residential uses to commercial use where appropnaie
- TR g
Ny

>'( + _ Preservation_of existing housing stock, and discouragement of

. Provision of very low, low, and moderate income hausing for a ¢ross-
saction of the population, including persens with gspedial needs.

« lllegal conversion of residential uses {o commercial uses and illegal
“provigion of resldential Uses.

+  Enforcement and regulation of encroachments into public rights-of-way.

Commereial Land Use and Development

*  Encouragement of coastal development, recreation, neighborhoad- and
viglitor-serving facilities.

>k *  Regulation of development which is out of scale with exnsting

Tommunily character,

s+ Regulation of open-air vendors along Ocean Front Walk,

+  Over-development of the Coastal Zone resulting in traffic congestion,

. Over-intensification of commeroial uses.

e’ ———

Industrial and Railroad Rights-of-Way Land Use and Development

. Praservation of the existing industrial land use base and employment
opportunities.

= Regulation of the location and types of non-coastal-dependent
industrial uses.

+  Appropriate use.of raitroad rights-of-way,

Development within Matural and Recreational Resource Areas/
Protection of Views

. Protection of existing natural and recreational resources, including the
Venice Canals, Ballona Lagoon, Grand Canal south of Washington
Boulevard, and Venice Beach.

. Protection of coastal views and vistas.

———

Vepice Lot Coasrar Pricaam
-3
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j-n Preservation of Venice as a Spacial Coastal Community

*  Preservation of community character, scale and architectural diversity,
T et
+  Development of appropriate height, density, bufter and setback

standards,
,m Development of a fandseape plan. -
Presarvation of Cultural Resources N

Preservation and restorafion, where feasible and necessary, of
historical landmarks.
. Designation of historical sites as historic-culiural monumenits.

C:/ Preservation of significant archeological sites.

Shoreline Acgess Parking
*  Confilct between residential and beach visitor parking.

’ Inadequate signage of available parking for beach visitors on weekends
resulting in added traffic congestion,

*  Iradequate parking provided by non-conforming uses.

. Inadequate off-atreat parkin‘sj near or on the beach frontage for visitors
and residents.

. Intrusion of non-resident vehicles on residential strects to locate
avallable parking spaces.

»  Preventing polluted stormwater runoff from parking lots from entering
the Venice Canals and Ballona Lagoon.

Alternate Transit and Traffic Management

*  Lack of adequate alternate public transportation systems, including -
shuttie systems; park and ride facilities; (bikeways;) and public bus
services. o

*  Lack of an adequate traffic management program to facllitate coastal
access to and within the Venice Coastal Zone.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

- Inadequate access to walkways due to lack of adequate parking
facilities.

*  Walk strests are often illegally used as private driveways and parking,

«  Open areas in activity nodes and special districts are often completely
surfaced with asphalt and concrete without provisions for pedestrian

Exhibit aFOLvad Art=17-18- 92:08m From-415 498 9268 To-California Coastal Page 040 .
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Recreation and Visitor
Serving Facilities

-
Watér and Marine
Kesources,
Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas

Qi¥BfornArETEAPc AR iAdsmn

Exhibif®
A-5-VEN{15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027

relief from the sun's heat and reflected glare. Resting places or other
people-criented accommodations are seldom provided.

and the westem sidewalk of Pacific Avenue from Drifiwood Avenue to

C The eastern sldev;alk of Pacific Avenue from Via Marina o Jib Street.

Mildred Street is unimproved and cannot be used for public padestrian
uses due to encroachments on public right-of-way and requirements
for buffers for habitat protection.

Lack of pedestrian walkways along the banks of the Venice Canals
where the deteriorated sidewalks have heen withdrawn from public
use,* and along the bankes of the Ballona Lagoon.

Lack of hicycle routes to complement existing and future
transportation modas,

Inadequate maintenance of walkways and bikeways.

Lack of conveniant and secure bicycle (parking/storage). facllities
provided aft public bulldings, refall uses, parks and multiple family
housing developments.

Inadequate handicap access (e.g. vertical ramps) to the beach.

[ —

inadequate public support facllities, such as bike racks and storage
lockers, public restrooms, ouldoor eating aress, trash cans, recyeling
bins, efc.

Inadequate visitor facilites on or near the Peninsula south of
Washington Boulevard.

Utiization of vacant, publicly owned lofs on the Peninsula for
recreational purposes,

Identification, preservation and enhancement of existing recreational
and visitor serving facllities, both private and public (including water
faucets and restrooms).

Inadequate recreational opportunities and pedestrlan amenities, such
as walkways, bikeways, walk atreet impravements, cpen space and
vigwing areas, L

Inadequate maintenance of public recreational facilities.
Enhancement and maintenance of habitat value, including foraging
habitat for the Least Tern, an endangered species.

Invasion of non-native plant species along the banks of the Venice
Canals, Ballona Lagoon and in the interfidal habitat zone.

Regulation of surface runoff into the canals and the provision of
adequate drainagse.*

Vesiige Loows, Gaastas. PROGRAM
1-8
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removed or replacad.

. Replacement Unit: <Any affordable housing unit to be provided as
! replacement for an existing unit on a project site.

Replacement Parking: Any parking space fo be provided as replacement
for an existing parking space on a project site.

Roof Access Structure: An enclosed stairway or elevator housing that
pravides access to a roof, but contains ne storage, habitable or living area.

r_s;'slﬂve Coastal Resource Areas: Those identifiable land and water
areas within the Coastal Zone of vital interast and sensitiv_ilz,n including the

Tovang:

4 : a. Special marine and land habitat areas, wetlands, lagoons, and
" estuaries as mapped and designated in Part 4 of the Coastal Plan.

; ’,/O \QIV ( b, Areas possessing significant recreational value.

@ Highly scenic areas.

d. Archaeological sites referenced in the California Coastiing and
Recreation Plan or ag designated by the State Historic Presarvation

G%/ Officer.

(e Special communities or neighborhoods which are significant visitor
destination areas.

( f Areas that provide existing coastal housing or recreational
opportunities for low- and moderate-income pa;'%ons. -

g, Areas where divislons of land could substantially impair or restrict
ooastal access.

Service Floor: All areas where the customer can be served, except the
bathroom, including the indaer and culdoor dining area, bar, waiting room
and tavern.

Seven-Foot Contour: The mean sea level as defined by the U.S,
Geologleal survey.,

Silver-Strand Lagoon Buffer Strip: The strip of land (lagoon buffer)
immediately adjacenf to the Ballona Lagoon as approved in Coastal
- Commission Permit No, A-268-77, Permit Amendment No. A-266-77, and

- Appeal No. A-266-77.

Special Coastal Community: An area recognized as an important visitor
“~Hestinalion center on the doastline, Tharacierzed by a particular cultural,
historical, or architectural heritage that is distingfive, provides opporiunities
Ly T ym et -
for pedestrian and bicydle access for vnsw

A"

Wennee L AL
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATUARL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302
(562) 590-5071

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):

Coastal Commission Executive Director, Charles Lester
South Coast District

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000

Long Beach, CA 90802 (562) 590-5071

SECTION Il. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government: City of Los Angeles

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Construction of a two-
story, 30 foot high, 1,064 square foot single family residence

3. Development's location: 416 Grand Blvd., Venice, City of Los Angeles, Los
Angeles County
4, Description of decision being appealed: City of Los Angeles Coastal

Development Permit No. ZA-2014-1356-CDP-1A

a. Approval; no special conditions:
b. Approval with special conditions: X
C. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government
cannot be appealed unless the development is a major energy or public
works project. Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO:_A-5-VEN-15-0027

DATE FILED: April 17, 2015

DISTRICT:_South Coast

Page 1 of 4
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5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
a. Planning Director/Zoning Administrator:

b. City Council/Board of Supervisors:

C. Planning Commission: XX
d. Other:
6. Date of local government's decision: March 17, 2015
7. Local government's file number:_City of Los Angeles Coastal Development

Permit No. ZA-2014-1356-CDP-1A

SECTION Ill. lIdentification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

1. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

416 Grand Boulevard, LLC, Attn: Rosario Perry
1880 Century Park East, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90067

2. Name and mailing address of permit applicant’s agent:

Gray Matter Architecture
639 East Channel Road
Santa Monica, CA 90402

3. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either
verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties
which you know to be interested and should receive notice of this appeal.

Robin Rudisill, Angelina Meany, David Troy Smith, and six others
3003 Ocean Front Walk
Venice, Los Angeles CA 90291

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027
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SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

The City approved development may not be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act regarding biological productivity/water quality, community character, and
minimization of adverse impacts to coastal resources. Additionally, the City approved
development may not be consistent with certified Venice Land Use Plan policies regarding
residential lot consolidations. The City’s action to approve the structure could prejudice its
ability to develop a certified Local Coastal Program.

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation
buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of
natural streams.

The City approved development may not be consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal
Act because the site plan does not call out on-site drainage devices and the special
conditions of the approved permit do not provide for construction best management
practices to prevent discharge of construction debris into coastal waters. Additionally, the
approved landscape plans may or may not include drought tolerant non-invasive species
and associated irrigation control and drainage devices to minimize water use and preserve
water quality.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states in part:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development
shall...be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and
where feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded
areas.

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part:
New development shall...

d} minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled

e) where approapriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027
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The approved development may not be consistent with Sections 30251 and 30253 of the
Coastal Act because it is associated with another City approved development next door
subject to appeal A-5-VEN-15-0026, which would be 4,816 square feet and is being
developed by the same property owner and architect, with design standards that suggest
the two properties are to be operated as one combined compound that might not be
compatible with structures on the surrounding block or the community character of the
North Venice subarea.

Page 2-17 of the certified Venice Land Use Plan contains a Development Standard for
Residential Lot Consolidations. Subsection b states, in part:

In order to preserve the nature and character of existing residential
neighborhoods, lot consolidations shall not be permitted in the Venice
Canals and Silver Strand Residential Neighborhoods. No more than two lots
may be consolidated in...North Venice. Lot consolidations may be permitted
only subject to the following limitations:

i No building or structure shall be constructed on what were more than
two contiguous lots prior to lot consolidation...
ii. Building facades shall be varied and articulated to provide a

pedestrian scale which results in consistency with neighboring
structures on small lots. Such buildings shall provide habitable space
on the ground floor, a ground level entrance and landscaping and
windows fronting the street...

iii. Front porches, bays, and balconies shall be provided to maximize
architectural variety.

The City approved development may not be consistent with these standards because the
single family residence is being developed by the same property owner and architect (and
was approved under the same City hearing) as the adjacent development next door (418-
422 Grand Blvd, two consolidated lots subject to related appeal A-5-VEN-15-0026). The
two properties share a common design, which does not appear to be articulated and does
not appear to be consistent with the mass and scale of neighboring structures .

Finally, an approximately nine foot high solid wall appears to wrap around not only the
structure approved by the City subject to City of Los Angeles Coastal Development
Permit No. ZA-2014-1356-CDP-1A, but also the adjacent development next door (418-
422 Grand Blvd, subject to related appeal A-5-VEN-15-0026). The wall would be higher
than allowed by the City of LA zoning code and would not be consistent with the character
of the area. Cumulatively, the City’'s actions to approve Coastal Development Permit No.
ZA-2014-1356-CDP-1A and the adjacent development next door could prejudice its
ability to develop a certified Local Coastal Program.

SECTION V. Certification

The i formatlTaaZ facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.
/ 7 co/5~

Signature of Appellant(sﬁor Authorized Agent Dafe

Exhibit 10 - California Coastal Commission
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SOUTH COAST DISTRICT OFFIGE AR 172015
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LONG BEACH, CA 90802-4418
VOIGE (562) 530-5071 FAX (582) 591-5084 CAL FORN,A

COASTAL COMMISSION

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONL Appellant(s)

Neme:  Robin Rudisitl, as an individual and not ot behalf of the VNC or LUPC, et a@

Mailing Address: 3003 Ocean Front Walk

City: Venice Zip Code:

SECTION I1. Decision Bemg Appealed '

1.  Name of local!port govcrnment
L.A.

2. Brief description of development being appealed:
416 Grand--demo existing duplex and construet [1 of 2] new 1,171 sq ft SFD with attached Z-car garage

CA Phone: 90291

@ Ser ofdached-

ST - " -1 :} T "l]""|"“5: SOV T T
. . [N I ol

3.  Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, ete.): .

416 Grand Blvd, cross street Riviera Ave, APN: 423-802-0004

Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

4

O  Approval; no special conditions
D4 Approval with special conditions:
O Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total L.CP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

APPEAL NO

TO BE COMI'LETED BY COMNIISSION

5 \sm \a ooa"\ | ¥

DATE F ILBD

- DIST RIC?’J?;.-

Recaived Apr=17-15 02:080pm From=415 489 0258
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'y

5]( Appellants
416 Grand Blvd

Appeal 4-17-15 ) )

Robin Rudisill
Angelina Meany
David Troy Smith
Kevin Keresey
Terry Keresay

Dr. Judith Goldman
Lydia Ponce .
Laddie Williams '
Kim Michalowski

Received  Apr- From=415 488 8268 To-California Coastal Page 009
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b

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF 1, OCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

¥ ;
' [0  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
[1  City Council/Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
§ [0  Other
6. Date of local government's decision; MARCH 17, 2015

7.  Local government’s file number (if any):  ZA-2014-1356-CDP-1A & related MND

SECTION IIL Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the folloWihg pmﬁese_ (Use aﬂditional papér as nf:,gpssa;y.q’ P R

a. Name and mailing addrcss obf permit applicant:

Rosario Perry, 416 Grand Blvd, LLC, 1880 Century Park East Suite 200, L.A., CA 90067
Melinda Gray, Gray Matter Architecture, 639 East Channel Road, Santa Monica, CA 80402

' : T ey

b, Names and mail}ng addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

M
t
4
@ |
: (3) S L ! l
€]
: o
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

i

*  Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal '
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section,

*  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include & summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Flan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing, (Use additional paper as necessary.)

*  This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; howcvcr, tht:rc must bc sofficient .
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appelfant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request,

REASONS/GROUNDS:

§ A. Due Process:

The recent Appeal decision for this case by the West L.A. Area Planning Commission did not represent

, "due process," as the City Attorney constantly interfered with the Commission's deliberations, steering. ;

: “them away from any indications that they might be supportive of the Appeals, and including continuing
. the original hearing and giving no answer when asked why by the Appellants, and including coming up

; ‘with the Motion when the Commissioners were confused, and including combining the two CDP

¢ ; decisions into one Motion, among many other details which are summatized in the andio transcript of
' the meeting. Thus, many do not, believe that the City Appeal was a fair hearing/due process and thus the

' appeal still deserves an appeal review that is done fairly and according to the "due process™ afforded to

-all U.S. citizens under the Constitution.

. In addition, the Area Planning COmmnssmn would not recognize any concerns expressed by the Public
- regarding the deficiencies and errors in, and inadequacy of, the CDP Fmdmgs made by the LA See
“Exhibit A for details of some of the concerns on the CDP Fmdmgs e SRS

P R

B. Violation of/Inconsistencies With Coastal Act & Venice Land Use Plan o

The project violates the Coastal Act, Chapter 3, ‘and the development standards and pchcxes of {he _
_Venice Land Use Plan, which is certified by the California Coastal- Commission as, to bging. in
; compllance with the California Coastal Act, and which is used as guidance by the Coastal Commlﬁsmn )
in determining whether a project adheres to the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act,

siv ARG

Violations of Coastal Act Policies and Land Use Plan Policies/Development Standards (see attached
Exhibit B, excerpts from the Venice Land Use Plan, for text), which represent Coastal Act Chapter 3
Sections 30244 30250, 30251, 30242, and 30253 (as per page II-2 of the Vemw LUP) o

1. Page I1-2 and II-3, Coastal Act Pohcy Section 30251 & 30253.5. '
Venice is one of the most popular Communities in the world, not just the few blocks around the beach
area, but the entire Community of three square miles. On page II-1 -of the Venice LUP, Venic¢ is.
described as "a group of identifiable nelghborhoods with umque ‘planning and ‘coastal issugs. “The
surrounding neighborhood where this property is located is in the North Venice Subarea, betweeh tHe
beach area and Abbot Kinney Blvd, and is located in the historic "Lost Canals of Venice of Arfierica™
area.

o PRS- | AT

2. Page I1-5, Land Use Plan Policy 1.A.1.b.i, ii, and iii. Pl ey el
As per the intent of the plans and the apphcatmns, the three lotslz homc.s are theant'to be consdhdated, .

Y gari

A

RS

Exhial%:%v_sga“fkpr-l oastalq;zo ) From=415:499 9268 To=California Coastal':.  Page 011
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which is not allowed. See attached Exhibit C. Even if only 2 lots were being consolidated, this project ',
does not comply as the building at 416 Grand does not have habitable space on the ground floor, does
not have landscaping and windows fronting the street, and does not have front porches, bays or
balconies. B

3. Page 11-10, Land Use Plan Policy 1.A.5.

The project does not preserve and protect stable multi-family residential neighborhoods, nor does it
+ allow for the residents' quality of life to be maintained and improved. The project eliminates muti-family

"affordable housing”" for 6 units, or approximately 12 residents, in favor of luxury home(s)/single-family

dwellings. Not only is the mass and scale and thus character of the building not compatible with the

surrounding neighborhood (see Streetscape at attached Exhibit D for analysis), but taken together with

neighborhood and the Venice Commnity. In addition, because this owner has 6 adjacent lots on this
same block, and he is developing them all within a short time of each other, this will cause an immediate
and significant character change to this neighborhood, in essence a simultaneous adverse cumulative
impact. In other words, in one fell swoop, one developer would completely change the character of this’
neighborhood. In addition,, Policy, 1.A.5. indicates that siable multi-family neighborhoods are to be.;
preserved and protected, and that "the residents’ quality of life can be maintained and 1mproved"
whereas in this case the residents were not only evicted but they were not informed of the Mello Act
determination being performed or of their rights in that regard prior to being offered a "voluntary
eviction" deal, including their right of first refusal on any new replacement units. This neighborhood and
the Venice Commumty is rapidly losing its affordable housing and related remdents, and thus its social, -

. racial and economic character as well, which is of unlimited value, Losmg affordahle housing umts that

i could have been replaced if the Mello Act was pmperly enforced’ hurts our comrnunity and thc
g economic and racial and social diversity of the Venice nclghborhooda '

As you know, the Coastal Act requires the Commission and Staff to encourage affordable housing in the
Coastal Zone--Section 30604 (f): "The Commission shall encourage housing opportunities for persons
of low and moderate income;" and Section 30604 (g): "The Leglslature finds and declarcs"_that it xs
important for the Commtssmn to encourage the protection of emstmg ‘and the’ provision® of ne
affordable housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate’ income in the Coastgl Zone it
follows from "encouraging affordable housing in the Coastal Zone" that the Commlssmﬁ woulii also
discourage the loss of affordable housing in the Coastal Zone. ‘

] 4. Page I1-13, Land Use Plan Policy 1.A.7.d.Yards - L o '
Yards are not provided as required, in order to accommodate fire safcty, open space; pcrmealﬂle Iand
area and on-site recreation consistent with the existing scale and oharacer of the nelghhorhood ‘ o
@G s

5. Page I1-15 Land Use Plan Pohcy 1.A.12. Replacement Affordable Housing S

‘The residents were not informed of the Mello Act determination being performed or of the:r nghts m
that regard prior to being offered a "voluntary eviction" deal, mcluchng ‘their r:ght of first ‘refusal oh any
inew replacement units. ( , DA

!:'a ' .

# t6 Page 11-26-27, Land Use Plan Policy 1.E.1.and 1LE2, AL R A R
‘As per the California Coastal Commission, due to Venice's hxstarmal character, its 'wide raﬁge af
‘architecture (under the definition of architecture using Land Use Plan Policy 1.E.:3., which stafes that
Evarxed styles of architecture are encouraged, but while at the same time maintaining the neighborhood
»scalc and. massing), its diverse population, and its expansive recreation area, "Venice, primarily a
residential community beyond the beach and oceanﬁ'ont boardwalk, has cngendered a btani ‘

i
| | —_—
Exhl?gi%%\'_egahfgrpnrlg goastalﬂéo Mo From=415 438 9268 To-California Coastal Page 012
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the more unique coastal communities in the State, and therefore, a coastal resource to be protected (CDP
5-14-0084). Venice is known to be one of the most special and distinctive coastal communities in
California, and this project would harm as opposed to protect Venice's unique and special qualities,
including economic, racial and social diversity. In addition, as per the Streetscape at attached Exhibit D,
the project does not respect the scale, massing and landscape of the existing surrounding residential
neighborhood. The project entails a 3-lot consolidation (or even, as it is argued by the Applicant, a 2-lot .
consolidation), which should be restricted/not allowed for unique/special coastal communities, in ordet - -
to protect the scale of the existing neighborhoods.

C. Drought/water conservation:
It must be noted that California is experiencing an extreme and unprecedented drought,-and-severe water- - -
conservation measures have been put into place. Under these circumstances, it would not be prudent for
a California development to include a swimming pool. In addition, having a swimming pool situated
inside the front gate in the way that this one is situated would likely cause the Applicant to have to
Tequest an exception from LAMC for a taller front fence/wall height, for safety and security reasons re.

the swimming pool, which WOUld reslllt in yet another. issue of. mcompatlblhty T1‘,0 thp nc;xghbcrhood er o

thls propetty. e i

D. Sensitive Coastal Resource Area:

'Venice is not only a Special Coastal Community, but due to its existing coastal housing for low- and
moderate-income persons, it is also a Sensitive Coastal Resource Area, an area within the Coastal Zong.
of vital interest and sensitivity. See Exhibit E for information on the Venice Land Use Plan, mciudmg a
summary of Venice Coastal Issues and definitions of Sensitive Coastal Rcsourée Aréa and Spemal:

Coastal Commumty

Lastly, on Exhibit E, page 1-2, it is noted that responsibility for can'ymg out the provmong T
‘affordable housing code rests with the local government. So even thotIgh the Coastal Cammlss;dn has '
some confrol over a developmenit via the Coastal Development Permit approval, if'it is apparent that the -
Mello Act is not being followed and in fact is being abused and thus the City is not protecting affordable
housing in the Coastal Zone, given that the Coastal Commission has a responsibility to encourage '
affordable housing and/or discourage the loss of affordable housing, then it should consider conditioning
'or denying its Coastal Development Permit 'l.lntll the problem is corrected by thc Clty

Received Apr=-17-15 02:09pm From=418 489 8268 To=California Coastal Page 013
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4) |

SECTION V. Certification | | L J

e-best, of my/our knowledge,

WM 7 ]

At A A e s Ay

S ;j hature ¢ of Appellant(s) or Ayghorized Agent

ofe: /4 April 17, 201 Oyt )(
O .

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

} Section VI, Agent Authorization

UWe hereby Sme T gee Tes L0 TR
{ authorize
‘to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal,

*

Signature of Appellaﬁi(s)' T

Date: N

o anli—

Racalved Apr=17-15  02:08pm From=415 439 9268 To-California Coastal Page Q14
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Re
Exhi
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CASE NO. ZA 2014-1358(CDPY
e —

weer  EXRDIHA 'of@

2006-6308(CDPNZAAXMEL) ~ On Febtuary 15, 2008, the Zoning
Admmlstratcr approved a coastat development permit for the construction of two,
two-gtory over habitable basement, 3,100 square-foot single-family dwellings, and
adjustments to permit 3-joot slde yards at 417 East Venice Way.

Public Hearing

The public hearing was held on Qctober 2, 2014, in the Wast Los Angeles Municipal
Building.

Melinda Gray, Architect:

The properly is on Grand Boulavard where the Grand Canalwas previously located
There are thres lots (416, 418, and 422 Grand Boulgvard)
The firet house is two-stoties, 1,425 square feet and has & two-car garage
A 5,200 square-fuot home will be buiit on twe lots (418 and 422 Grand Boulevard)
The dwellings comply with all of the setback and height requirements
The main dwelling at 418-422 Grand Boulavard will be 2.1/2 sfories with & balcony
} oveilooking Grand Boulevard

The house will have four bedraoms and a paoi iy the rear
j ¢ There are two covered parking speces and room for a yuest space
D . We are incorporating sustainable designfeaturas, materials, and solar water heater B ] R T
- . . forthe poot and the house . L -
| »  We wentto the Venics Neighbiorhood Councll the pertmit for 418 Grand Bomevard - con S e
: was approved but they ran out of time before hearing the 418-422 pemit o ' x S
. & - The VNC Board will hear it on October 21. . .
. * . Theduplexes ware demolished on the site in April under & valid perrmit

" s v >

Robin Rudisill, Venlcs Neighborhood Council I -

Tusesday the LUPC voted to support 416 Grand o ;
We only heard that project

We will go bafore the VNC Board on Qctober 21 i \”\ h \h\Pfh
We have some Mello determination questions regarding the second project '-:;

There was only one MND for hoth proparties which szems fo be unusual ) ‘

—— Emr S weo askedl b ut-

AT INDINGS ' ho"* a n s ‘

| In order for @ coasta! development permit to be granted all of the requisite findings

maintained in Seolion 12.20.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code must be made I the ' m s
affirmative. Following is 2 delineation of the findings and the application of the facts of th;s E 1 3} E

i case to same.

1. The development is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the California c'oastai Act

SRR | . botn p-‘F Whe v

knew Fhat the
MND was-for

| SFD own

2 Jote M‘\WA

15 nel allowe

“\ﬂ\q,\lemm """
- Coafdui 'ZTMB
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concurrent coastal development permit application to construct i}fw_c;{ﬂé‘g%
Q.,“'HTN\ souare-foot single-family dwelling on the adjacent lot to the west at 416 Gran

Embassy Suites Hotel — 415-499-9268 =171 POO’I 8/0042 F-671
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’
CABE NO, ZA 2014-1358(CDP) PAGE 8

.

The subjact property is a level, remangutar—shapad 4,806 square-foot, two-lof parcel
in the RD1.5-1-O Zone, The property is located at 418 and 422 Grand Boulevard in
the North Venice subarea of the Venice Coastal Zone Spacific Plan. tls one offour
adjoining vacant lots with 2 common property owner which were formerly developed
with two 1,840 square-foot duplex buildings. The addresses of the fhree adjoining
Iots are 416 and 424 Grand Boulevard. ‘The site is within a Methane Zons, is
sibject to sarthquake-induced liquefaction, is within a Tsunami inundation Zone,
and is within the single parmit jurisdiction area of the Coastal Zone,

@W

The Directer authorized the demolitior of the buildings and the associated Mello Aot
clearancas pursuant to DIRv2013-2903-V30-MEL and DIR-2D13~2910-V8?6g$;—
o ed io 1) -1 3

ment penmil to authorize the

amil dwel [l

. . ‘ et 0] L0t ]
atthe 3cutherly property fine. 'rhe pmposed dwa!lmg has %gﬂi@%ﬁ]mm
S£35 fest as meacured from the centeriing of the street. The applicant filed a

Boulevard (ZA 2014-1356{CDP)). Under a separate application, a singla-family
/ W\Q"' dwalling is proposed at 424 Grand Boulovard (ZA 2014-3810(CDP)S
W Chapter 3.of the Gosstal Act eonteins the varlous policy provisions of stich -
legislation- Pertinent to the instant request are the policies with respect to

Development. Section aozso(a) states tha fullowlng regarding new resldent?al.
davelopmant . .

..8hall be locatad within, cantnguous w:!h orin t;lose proximity to, existing
developad areas able {o accommodate it or, where such areas are not able
to accommodate if, in other areas with adequate public sefvices and where it
will not have slgnmcsnt adverce effects elther individually or cumulatively, on

coastal resources, 3
0952

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Aot(r:mher stated new davelopment shall hasdewnios?
era appropriste, protect spacfa! communities and nelghborhonds which,
becauae of their unlque characterstics, are popular vtsnar destination poipls for

recrgatjonal uges.” development shall bafdesigned

isual gualities of coastal areas."§The property is located in a developed area of
Venice that has adequate public services and Is approximately 1/2-mile from the
beach. The bullding records indicate that the duplex buildings located on the site
ware constructed in 3847, The praposed construction of o single-family dwefling ie
consistant with the site’s RU1.5 zoning and with the historie use of the qrcgertg.
The dwelling’s height, density, floor ares, setbacks and parking are consisten
the LAMC angd Venice Coastal Zone Spedific Plan regulations. The dwelling will be
constructed in conformance with the 2018 Green Building Code. and the 2013
Building Code that mandate the using of energy sfficient appliances, green buitding
materialz, and water conservation in new developments. Grading coneists of 35
cubie vards of cuf and 25 cubie yards of fill. ‘The projeat will be required 16 comply
with the Clty's Best Management Practices Tor conirolling runoff during and after

- f

t
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Envionmaent. Thare will be nd reging. filling or diking of ecastal waters o;
wetlands associsted with the project. As conditioned, the proposed developmen

will ba i conformity with the Coastal Act. { ? Coviin decide 7 Lt/a/f\m)e- agen
@ The deve!opmaniu_ﬂMMrajudice the ability of the City of Los Angel% 2.A odethiz befou

prepare a local coastal program that ig in conformity with Ghaptar 3 of the
Californip Coastal Ast of 1976,

L i b

Coastal Act Section 30804(a) states that prior fo the cartification of a Loocal Coastal
) Program ("LCP"), a coastal development permit may only be issued if & finding can
be made that the proposed development is in conformarnge with CEEE?EE gﬁ the
! Coastal Act, The Coastal ComRNSsion cart & Venice Local Coastel Land Use
! Pran ("LUPES on June 14, 2001; hawever, the necessary implementation ordin
: have not bean adopled. The City s in the In ge iney the d
. prior bo its adaption the : ¥

s fou the
LUP o mmv?f

itlal siages of

25 & & / 'm- 0 ; P sigtas”
e characier and scale of existing single-family neighborhioods is

’.
maintained and allow for infill development provided that it is compatible with and
inlains the JENSIY, characier and seale 2 EXIE evelopment.

ingle- and multi-farmily dwelling that are one {9
yearsihel‘e have bean nuinerdus hwa- apt htes-=1o TV 5
subjest and adjacent Slock: e dasign, denzily, and scale of { 56
T Slry singles ing are allowad under the site’s RD1.5-4-0"Z0Ne, 1S Low,

edium i Density land use designation, and with the Venice Coastal Zone Specific

PlEnJApprovatl of the single-fainily developraert will niot prejudices the: ability ofthe

Y to prepare a local coastal pragram that is in conformity with Chapter 3 of the
¢ Galifornia Coagtal At '

Jpast ten...

3. .The Interpretive Guidslines for Coastal Planning and Psrmits as established
i hy the California Coastal Commission dated February 1, 1977 and any
subzequent amendments thereto have been reviewed, analyzed and
considered in light of the individual proJect In making this' determination.

The Cosstal Commission's Regional Interprefive Guidelines have basn reviawed
i and considered. ‘the guidelines for North Venice were adopted by the Commission
i in 1980, prior to the adoption of the LUP and the Venice Goastal Zone Spesilic
.- Plan. Following prevalling case law (5.9, Pacific Legal Foundation v. Coastal
Gorrission (1982) 33 Cal,3d 158), the City's determination is basad on the cited
PFOViISI?ns of the Californin Goastal Act and other legally established laws and
regulations,

The decision of the permit granting auvthority has hesn guided by any
applicable decision of the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Section
30625(c) of the Public Resources Code, which provides that prior dacisions of
the Goautal Commission, where applivable, shall guide loeal governments in

| Ma.dequale. oo 2l 4 S hev
LER T ovdor o “FTNO
'}‘__kgu ‘

ho.
Th hbwg\o;%er, 1o h

v Frvding 6 hows Phaf Fhey ne NG dowpuhible
Mg Pnding only seves o howo
renhbehaiks and eoglett 4 undty
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o Exhibit B ot 12

o Chapter 1I
LAND USE PLAN POLICIES | L

POLICY GROUP 1. |
LOCATING AND PLANNING NEW DEVELOPMENT/COASTAL VISUAL
j RESOURCES AND SPECIAL CONMIMUNITIES

! T

INTRODUCTION Developed as a beachresort, Venice was known s the Congy Island ofthe .

! Pagific. Historically it has aﬂracted people from all social and ethnic roups

. to the caast to Tive, work and play. While iitle remains of the "Venice of

; Amaerica” that was built by Abbot Kinnaey, Venice is still strongly influenced

‘ by ils past. Each weekend hundreds of thousands of people are still

| attracted fo the shore to enjoy the ambience of this coastal community.
Kinney envisioned Venice to be more than a resort and today itis hometo =

~~ /32,270 permanent residents miany of whom inhabit the small summer. ' 7
homes built on substandard lots along paved strests over ¢anals. Others =~ " 7 "
live on substandard lots {many are less than 3,000 square faet in.area) that S
have been redeveloped with more substantial single-family homes and multi-

unit structures. Yet Venice remains the quintessential coastal village where
people of all social and aconomic levels are able to live in what Is til, by
f Southern California standards, considered to be affordable housng.
| Diversity of lifestyls, income and Culture lypilies e Venice community.
{ ‘ United %y the term Venstians Wit

" reaily a group of identifiable neighborhoods with unigque planning and uuastql
lssues.

As a result of prior development and changes in land use, there has
emerged a blend of residential uses of various inténsities, commercial uses
and some minor industrial uses. Housing is located in single-family homes,
mult-family dwellings, and mixed-use structures including live/work aitist
studios. Although many of the commercial uses are oriented to the
automobile traffic, there are numerous instances of commarelal uses which
are more pedestrlan oriented, partioutarly nesr the beach. -While Venice,
contains traditional light industrial uses it-also has a conceniration of
industrial structures which house artist galleries and live/work studios;

Much of this unusual mixture of uses has its origin in the area's mltial
amusement park activities. v .

1
,s
{z
?

R oy
The subdivision pattems in Vsnice are also unique, the Iayaut of which stil_i :
reflects the original canal system and rail lines. Lots range in size from less -
than 3,000 square fast near the beach to 5,000 square feet closer to Lincolin
Cw Boulevard. Few of the original canals remain. Most have been filad in-and
. ) have become streets for vehicular traffle, while others are now part of. thq
. system of walk sfreets.

The requirements of the California Coaslal Act, the hlstoﬁc‘d velop e 6f

:
-— ' P
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Residential land use densities in this LOP have been assigned in the Venice
coastal area to reflect the year 2010 Venice population a3 projected by the
Southern California Association of Gavernments (SCAG). Based on

,.\5(" circulation and infrastructure limitations, the assigned Land Use Categories

resuit in substanfially lowar build out dengities than current zoning capacity.
The dévelopment standards also define Tor each !an§ Use designation 8
density of housing units and lot coverage to maintain the scale and

character of existing residenfialMeghborhoods and minimize the impacts
of building bulk and mass. New residenfial development is linked to the
availability of public service¥ 8Ad :'n?rastructure. and in addtion to traffic
Gonaideration, environmental and coastal access coﬁ'déﬁﬁ"é’ﬁéﬁ'm

€ Coastal Act.

a“-_-—‘.—._.'—‘.—_— . " . s -
Based upon the SCAG projections, the eoastal zone within the Venice
Community Plan area has a projected (year 2010) population. of
approximately 38,325 person:.  This represents an increase of
approximately 18 percent (or 8,055 persons) over the exisling population of .
approximately 32,270 persons (as of 1990). This is based upon a gongtant =~ - — -
rate of projected growth to all Los Angeles communities ahd assumes a2~ 10
projected growth which would ocour if current trends rerain unchanged. B

The policy groups covered by this part of the LUP address the following
Sections of the California Coastal Act, which are included as part of the
Land Use Plan:

Section 30244. Where development would adversely impact archasological
or paleontological resources as identified by the Stale Histoﬂc Officer,
reaconable mitigation measures shall be reqmmd N

SQCIION 30250.

a,  New residential, commercisl, or industrial davelopment except as
otherwise provided in this division, shalt-be located within; conttguous
with, or In close proximity to, exisling developed areas able i
accommodate it or, where such areas are nof-able ty accommodate
it, in other sreas with adequate public services and where it will not
have significant adveorse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on ‘
coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other.than leases for
agricultural uses, outside existing develaped areas shall be penmtted
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been
developed and the created parcels. would be -no smafler than the
average size of surrounding parcels. ,

1

b. Where feasible, new hazardous mdustrial develapment shali ba

located away from existing developed areas.

e.  Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly -be located in existing,
- developed areas shall be located in existing isolated ds velopments Gr
at selected points of attractlon for visitors.

- o

W Section 30261. The soenie and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be

. Vanich 1 ﬂl (‘Mg! ggggggm
; -2
. ey
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considered and protected gs a resource of public importance. Permitted

Bment shall be sited and designed to prolect views to and along the

i , “oTearT and scenic cogslal areas, 1o minimize the alteration of natural land
L i —Yoris, o be visially compalible with the character of surrounding areas,

f and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual_quality in visually
¢ Tdegraded arcas. New @evelopment in highly scenic areas such as those

E designated In the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan
% " prepared by ihe Department of Parks and Recreation and by local
government shall be subordinate to the character of itg setting.

Section 30252. The location_and amount of new development should
maintain and enflance. public.access fo the coastby:.. ... .

e
1. Tacllitating the provigion or extension of transit service,

.‘ 2. providing commercial faciliies within or adjoining residential
| development or in other areas that will minimize the use of cosstal
' access roads,

- . R Rl = Es

o o » Tt S llV‘llu-'
3 providmg non-autamoblle c:rx‘:uiatlan within the deveIOpment

4. providing adeguate parking faciliies or providing subsiifute means of o
serving the development with publfic transportation,

' ‘ §.  assuring the potential for public transit for htgh !nlensity USBS such as
| - high-rise office buildings and, by - . Dy
|
; C
|
I

assuring that the recreational needs of nsw residents will not o&erlbé& '
nearby coastal recreation areas by corelating the . amount: af

—] development with local park acquisition and development plans with
; V‘Vf— bu/\'j the provision of on-site recreational facililles to serve, the naw
s . davafopment ‘ I
! Section 30253. New development shall: .
{ : 1. Minimize risks o lifé and propery in areas of high geologie, flood; and
} fire hazard.
2 Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor
. ( contribute significantly to erosion, geolagic instabillly, or destruction
: : of the site or surrounding aress or in any way require the construction,
: of protective devices that would substantially alter natural Jand forms.
along bluffs and ¢liffs.
- 3. Be consistent with requirements Imposed by &n alr poliution control
‘ . district or the State Air Resources Control Board as fo aach pamcular
‘ . development. - Lo ,
$ P
P i 4. Minimize energy consumptron and veh!c!e m/!ss a‘raveled
5. ) Whera appropriate, protect special communiﬂes and nelghbomoads
which, because of their unique aharacterisﬂcs, ara popular v!sitar
F - : R e
i ! . Toe Loscol : » | .
1] ‘ l- 3 . - N
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o destination points for recreational uses.

. Section 30264, New or-expanded public works facilities shall be deslgned
i and limited to accommodate needs generated by development of uses
permitted consiatent with the provisions of this divigion; provided, however,
that it is the intent of the Legisiature that State Highway Route 1in rural
areas of the ¢oastal zone remain a scenic lwa-lane road. Special districts
ehall not be formed or expanded except where assessment for, and
provision of, the services would not induce new development incensistent
with this division. Where existing or planned public works facilities can
. accommodate only a limited amount of new devélopment, services to
coastal-dependent land use, essential public services and basic industiies
vital to the economic health of the region, state, or natlon, public recreation,
commerelal recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded
by other development.

Section 30265. Coastal-dependent dsve!opmants shall have prority over
_‘ other developments on or near the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere
|t “ o i this divigion, coastal-depandent developments shall naf be sitéd in g
" welland. When appropriate, coastal-related developrments should .be .
: accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-dependent uses
they support.

Section 30260. Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged
{o locate or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable
long-term growth where consistent with this division. However, where new
or expanded coastal-dependent indusirial facilitles cannot foasibly be
accommodated consistent with other policies of this divisian, they may
nonethefess be permitled in accordance Wlth this seonon and Section.
30261 and 30282 if: Lo

1. altérnative locations ars infeasible or more enwronmenfafly damagmg.
2, . lo do otherwise would adversely aﬁect the publ!c welfare; and - ;'

3. adverse environmenial effects are m!ngated {o the maxrmum extent

feasible.
ﬁ‘\H ‘f:
-
!
i Ci ol m
II-4 ! ,

!
!

Exh%?t%&“(%hfo&ﬁfa S§a| E%rﬂ#?!lsmn From=415 499 9268 To-California Coastal Page 021

A-5-VEN-15-0026 and A-5-VEN-15-0027




04-17-"15 13:56 FROM- Embassy Suites Hotel  415-489-9268 T-171  PO022/0042 F-671

PO\ &
LAND USe PLAN POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES
Residential Land Use Policy 1. A, 1. Residential Development. The maximum densitles,
and Development - buiiding heights and bulkg for residential development in the Venice Goastal
. Standards Zone shall be defined by the Land Use Plan Maps and Height Exhibits

(Exhibits @ through 186), and the corresponding la & categories and the
development standards as dascribed in this LUP, Refer to Paliciss 11.G.

I development standards for walk streels and to Policies IILA.3 and 4 fer
parking requirements. —~
& Roof Access Structures. Building heighte and bulke shall be
controlled to preserve the nature and character of existing residential
neighbarhoods. Residential structures may have an enclosed stairway

(roof access structure) to provide access to a roof provided that:

i.  The roof access structure shall not exceed the specified flat roof
_height limit by more than 10 feet;

il The roof access striitture shall be designed and orientéd:¢ods [
to reduce its visibility from adjacent public walkways and
recreation areas;

lii. The area within the culside walls of the roof access structure
shall be minimized and shall not excesd 100 square fest in area
E as measured from the outside walls; and,
I . ' .
l

fv.  All roof access structires shall be set back at least 80 horizontal
“Taet from the mean high tide line of Ballona Lagoon, Venice
! Canals, Grand Canal and the inland side of the Esplanade (City
right-of-way). ' . : o

Notwithstanding othar policies of this LUP, chimneys, exhaust ducts,
ventilation shafts and other similar devices essential for building function
may exceed the specified height limit in 2 residential zone by five feet,

b. Residential L.ot Consolidations. In order to preserve the nature and

character of exlsting residential neighbortioods, iotconsolidg;[ogsshan )

not be Permitted in the Venice Canals and Silver Sirand residential

neighbarhoods. JNo tore than two_lots may be consolidated in the

! Ballona Lagoon West, Ballona Lagoon (Grand Canal) East, Southeast

" Venica, Milwood, North Venloe and Oxfurd Triangle neighborhoods and
on walk streets, Tot consolidations of not more than three lots shall be
pormitted in the OCakwood and Marina Peninsula resldential

neighborhoods. Lot consolidations may be permitted only subject to
the following limitations; , ! ‘

| I Nobuilding or structure shall be constructed on what were more
than two contiguous lots prior 1o lot consolidation with the

exception of subterranean development that is entirely below
sireet elavation. :

| i, Building facades shall be varied and arficulated {o provide a

entinis | 1 210}

-5
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pedestrian scale which r%@gwmm

struc ol uch buildings shall provide habitable
spacg._on the_groun ﬂ%;, a ground level edirance and
andscaping and windows fronting the street. No increase in the o

number of units shall resylt from the lot consolidation.

Iii. . Front porches, bays and balconies shall be provided to maximize
_architectursl variety, > e

-

Single-Family Residential ~ A,

Ny

The Venice LUP recognizes the importance of the existing pedestrian scale
single-family residential neighborhoods ahd the need to conserve them, As
most communifles, the greater portion of Venice was criginally develnped
with single-family homes for both perman s ta
resort housing. Today stable single-family neighborhoods continue to exist
~TH portions of Venice. While the standard low density, one unit per 5,000
square foot lot is commor In Venige, single-family homes on lots as small
- oas 2,500 square feet are just A% common and Ta ‘rémindei ol the ' T
community's origin as a resort town. The maintenance of the character and o

: density of these stable single-family:neigﬁEo?o@s 1§ consistent with the ™
| objectives of the State Coastal Act and the City's General Plan.

Lo 4
E. Policy 1. A. 2. Preserve Stable Single-Family Residential
Nelghborhoods. Ensure that the character and scale of existing single-
| family nelghborhoods is maintained and allow for infili development provided
that it Is compatible with and mairjtai _mg_erls,lu.sbammmm@_i
| ' e oxisting development. - A second regldential unit or an accessory living
~quarier may be permitied on lots designated for single-family residenca land ‘
uses, provided that the ot has a minimum lot area of 4,600 square feet in
the Venice Canals subarea, or 10,000 square feet in the Siiver Strand,
Southeast Venice, or Oxford Triangle subareas, and all units conform to the
height limit, parking requirements, and other development standards - -
applicable to the site. R

Palicy I. A. 2. Single-Family Dwelling -Low Density. Accommodate

.the development of single-family dwelling units in ar as designated- as

“Single-family Residential” and “Low Density” on the Venice Coastal Land

- Use Plan. (Exhibits 9 :hmuhmlopmem shall comply with the
density and development standards sat forth in-this LUP, :

- Southeast Venice and the Oxford Triangie :
Use: Single-family dwelling / one unit per fat
Density: One unit per 5,000 square fest of lot area
: ' Yards: Yards shall be requirad in order to éccommodate the need for
fire safety, open space, permeable fand area for on-site percolation of

starmwater, and on-gite recreation consistent with the- existing scale
and character of the neighborhood,

i -
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slotnmvaten, Bnd onslls recreation congistent ii-ﬁ existing stale
and characher of ?m neighborhond, :

Helght Motin Qamm._ 35 feel, Ymwlures _nﬂ_&h&% walk stropts
ane Aradbed to 2 meximum heigh of 28 feet. (See LOP Policy LAfand
LUP Height Exhbits 13-16). X

4, Osiowood, Miwood, Southeast and Horth Yonice
1!"".'.'

Uae: Duplexes znd mult-family stuciures, -

Denglly: One unk per 1,500-2,000 square feet ol ot are. Lot
smaier than 4,000 squane fost a1 imfled i a maxdnum densily of
oo umils. :

Replncairent UnfsiBorsts Denalfy: Lok greader then 4,000 square
ok can &M exdynr denaify sl therate of ane unit for pach 1,500 squam
fent of kol areain 6xpess of 4,000 square foet tn paigels zoned ROY.5,
ar tna uall for each 2,000 squers tost of (ol anea In excans o 4,000
squam foot on parcels zoned RDYZ, If the.unktds a reglacement
affordable enif ressrved far low end very low: __.Sam peraons, (Ses
1UP Polides LAS through 10,18}

stomhwaler, n_a oz_ﬁg@% with Be axdstng scale _k
S and shemcler n:_._. TegRbohood.

Helght

. Oslawood, Miwocd, and Southeset Venice: Nuf 1o excasd 25
feek for bullings with Kak eoots; o 30 feet for bubdings wilkzing a
stepped wﬁ%ﬂm postian thetexcesds 25 font
In belght shed e requirsd frond pard one oot -
for every fhat In height albxwve 25 feal.  Sinclures oabed along
walk straats gre lkvibed 10 2 maximum of 28 kel (Seo LUP
Policy |.4.1 20d LUP Height Exhilvils 13-16).

_zn-__. ,___m_.__nm Nai na excoed ueaﬂa_.g____@i_s Tiad Toolks;

the requirad Front yard aBE.F __.aa&n 1 =§§u=
feat. Strechures locatad along welk shreels are Fvited lo &
maimum height of 26 feet. {See LUP Pakey {A.1 and LUP
Fleight Exhiblts 13161

Paly | A. 8. Wulli-Famlly Residentizl - Medium Density.
Aocammadzte the develpmant of mullfmély chveliing units in the #seps
tesignated aa ‘Muéiiple Family Reskionts' snd "Medium Deaafty” on ihe
Vene Coastel Land Use Plen [Exhibfs & tirough 12). Such develapment
shall comely with e dewsily end dedskpment standesds set Jarth in this
LUR.

_ wo-mﬁ

1my stasctises.

ared. Ledssmater e
denshy of two units per

aler hen 4,000 squane
" gl Hionel wit for aach
ket of il area I the it
e and very fow inbome
S8

i at roois or 36 Teek for
Ires. Tha gafimof e
shell be sef back one
Ieel, Struchwes kocabed
helght of 28 ket {Sas
16},

welopeant sndands for
» he LR,

sing. Pax feprovisions
miered b as the "Welo
antial unis oczupled by
i shall not be pantitiad
1l of those chelling Lwits
1 the: Yemite Comrumity
ovemenant Coda (Moo

1sing. The replacemend
ing #xees, Hsted by omier
shodsiruciure; 2} within
fenlce Coastal Zoneg 4}
woln Bowsvard; end, 5)

Replacemen Units.
neunit repiaced & oach
seooring fa how far fram
delinad In the Melln Acl,

Reuked repicemsnl
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Adjacent Use/Davelopment: The only permitted developmenit adjacent
to the canals and lagoon shall be habitat restoration. single-family
dwellings, public parks and walkways, subterranean or surface public
parking lots, maintenance activities and emergency repairs. Surface
public parking lots shall be permifted only whers sufficient access and
roadway capacily exists to accommodate such parking. New
canstruction along the Canals, and Ballona Lagoon shall comply with
standarde for setbacks, noise barriers, landscape plan, pervious
surfacing with drainage contro! measures to filter storm run-off and
direct it away from environmentally sengitive habitat areas, buffer areas
in permanent open space, land dedication for-eregion- sontrol,-and - -— -~
wetland restoration including off-site drainage improvements. For more
detalls refer to the provisions contained in Policy Group LA,
Residential Land Use and Development Standards, and Policies IV.C.1
and {V.C.2, Stormwater Runoff and Circudation,

Policy I. D. 2. Venice Beach. Venice Beach stretches along the coast

from Navy Street on the north to the entrance channel of Marina Del Rey
UselDens:ty The besch shau be zoned Open Space and used for
public recreation. There should ba mo further construction on the
beach other than police substation, City's and County’s operational
and management offices, recreational and accessory facilities such as
playground equipment, athlstic facilities, restrooms, lifeguard stations,
bikeways, related short-term bicycle parking, walkways, lighting
faciiities where appropriate, and necessary expansion of existing or
installation of new Infrastructure. Reconstruction and rehabilitation of
existing facilities shall be encouraged. Development shall be sited to
protect Least Tern nesting areas and other enwronmenta!ly sensitive
habitat areas.

Policy 1. D. 3. Views of Natural and Coastal Recreation Resources.
The soale of development shall comply with height limits, setbacks and
standards for building massing specified in Policy Groups LA and LB,
| Residentlal and Commercial Land Use and Development. Standarde of thig
! LUP, in order to protect public views of highly scenic coastal areas and vista
: points, including, but not limited to, the canals, lagoon, jetty, pier, Ocean o
? Front Walk walk streets and pedestrian oriented specnéTT:E'mmumtlas

v b ad pu——
i Policy 1. D. 4. Signs. Roof top signs and billboards are pmhlbited in all
land use categories. Business identification glgng shali comply with the
height limits and development standards specified in the LUP fo ensure they
do not adversely affect view sheds and view corridors,

Preservation of Venice
as a Special Coastal’

Community - of the California Coastal Act of 1976 .
i Palicy 1. E. 2. Secale. New development within the Venice Coastal Zone
: shall respect the scale and character of community development Buildings
1 _ wHIch are of a scale compatble with the commumiy {with respect 1o bulk
——— Venice Lopdl Goptal Prorem
{1-26
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height, buffer and setback) shall be encouraged. All new development@ind

renovations should respect the scale, massing, angd, landscape of exist ‘
>F residential neighborhaadg. Lot consolidations shall be restricted to protect .
e scale of existing neighborhoods. Roof access struclures shall be limited
Yo ThéE TAimmUN size necessary o reduce visual impacts while providing :
access for fire safety. In visually sensitive areas, roof access siructures
ghall be get back from public recreation areas, public walkways, and all
water areas so that the roof access structure does not result in a visible
increase in bulk or height of the roof line as seen from a public recreation
area, public walkway, or water area. No roof access structure shall exceed
the height limit by more-than-ten (107 feet.-Reof-deck-enclosures. (8.g.. - . -
railings and parapet walls) shall not exceed the height limit Ex mmore than 42 [(d(i
inches and shall be constructed of rallinga or transparent muaterials. i
Notwithstanding other policies of this , chimneys, exhaust ducts,
ventilation shafls and other similar devices essential for building function
may excead the specified height limit in a residential zone hy five feet,

Yoy

Implementation Strategies

R . R R e " I| '(.‘";:,m.“‘
Tha LIP shall include development regulations and procedures (with respact
to bulk, scale, height, setbacks, density, landscaping and types of use) to
implement these palicies.

Policy 1. E. 3. Architecture. Varied styles of architecture are encouraged
with building facades which incorporate varied planes and textures while
maintaining the neighborhood scale and massing.

Policy |. E. 4. Redevelopment. Projects involving large-scale land )
acquisition and clearance shall be discouraged in favor of rehabilitation, o
restoration and conservation projects, especially those involving single- ‘
family dwellings.

Policy 1. E. 5. Nonconforming Structures. Where exiensive renovation’ﬁ
of and/ér rhajor adaition 1o a siructure is broposed and the affected structurs
i is noncanforming or there is another noneanforming structure on the site, or
] a project is proposed that would greatly extend the life of a_nonconforming
—structure or that eliminates the need for the nonconformity, the following

shall apply:

Unless the City findg that it is not feasible to do so, the project must
result in bringing the nonconforming structure into compliance with the
current standards of the certified LCP, unless in s nonconformity it
achieves a goal associated with community character (i.e. the reuse
and renovation of a historic structure) or affordable housing that could
not be achieved If the structure conforms to the current standards of
the certified LCP. .

Palicy L. E. 6. Constitution. This LUP/LCP is not intended, and shal! not St
i be construed, as authorizing the City to exercise its power to grant or deny
a permit in a manner which will constifute an unconstitutional .taking of
private property for public use. This policy is not intended to inoreass or

Vegigg Lpoid Caistal Proaram .
11-27
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LosAnbeles .
HOUSING+COMMUNITY , Erlc Garcalt, Meyor
lnvestment Qepartment " Mercedss M. Mérquey, General Manages

3 Aszat Managemem Division

1200 Wost 7th Street, Sih Floor, Loz Angoles, CA S00TT
te) 213,808.8802

heldia Jacity.org

Date: dune 27, 201

To Greg Shoop, City Planner
City Planning Department

From: Dauglas Swoger, Director of Assat Management
Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Depariment

Subject; Molio Act Determination for
416418 & 422424 Grand Blvd, Venice, CA 50291
'.--—H-—-'O

oninfomﬁoh rovided by the owner, 416 and 418 GtandBlvd LLC ‘a Califomila fited lhbmtymmpan thelos
ﬁ Housing and Pmﬁ [nvasiment Dapaatnent{HCID) has dehnnmed mamurm afrordab!s u-nﬁ exist at 436~
i WV&MW.GAQ@QQ'I R L T

mpmmmmmsojm%%. Eachmmsmmpomaonembedrwm Pg ﬂweslatementprowdadb)
‘Tiplexes wi AR o (1) single famil

the owner, 416 and 418 Grand

:.ﬁ s%nnmgfwfm %Thewbtwmwi 5 project. 11 pi 46418
) nd 4 Grawd Blvd on August 8, 2012, A Buildmg Permit has mt heen filed to date

Section 4.4.3 of the iterim Admmtshahve Pmoedurézefor Complying with the Mello Act reqtﬁres that LAHD coltect monthly
housing cost data {6IATIEES s thrae years, 1T awm's fello applicatio stememwasrecezvadhyLAHDon
Mayzs 2013. LAHD mustuollect dma ﬂom fMay, 2010 through May, 2013.

Per the owner, Unit 41 418 and tnit 422 and 424 wore ed b fanants on March 18,
. Monthty rent for Unit 416 1s 31, 40permnnﬂ1wuhtenamy started on Fabruary 2012, Monthly rent for Unit 4188
$1.146 per month with tenancy thet started on July 1995 at $750 per month. Monthly rent for Unit 422 was $1,022 per month
and manthly rnt for Unlt 424 was $1,630 per month.  LAHD sent the required 30-day letier to each unit, however an
416 resmged In disclosing their income and rent on the Request for Determination &s Eligible Household Undar'ﬁfe% Act
™ : el

]

The rental agreement piovided for Unlt 416 and 418 show a pattem of hous) that is affordable. r’?g.m.nm@.

reament for Un! T PUT ITE GWIET S St rent for Unit 422 was alan abla levat and Unit

424 was . However, due to Insuffislant documentation for Unif 424, LAHD potley Is to find it affofimme.
A — Y iy

S v v

- et et

<o Los Angeles Hotsing and Communty Investment Department Flie
415 and 418 Grand Bivd, LLC, a California imited Habifty company, Owner
.~ Richard A. Rothschild, Westem Cenler on Law and Poverty, inc.
o Busanne Browns, Legal Aid Foundation of LA,

DS:VDMACH

An Eque] Opportunity / Atfimviative Actian Employer ’ ,
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VENICE LUP POLICIES (certified by the Coastal Commission June 14, 2001)

Single Family Residential
] Low
Low Medium |
Multiphs Faify Residential
o3 Low Medium i
T LowMedum il R DLS”
Madium
Commaroial
st Bvd Bl
poser ™ F=SZZSY GeneralCommordial
" PEEEERE Neighborhood Commercial
R Community Commercial
Indusuisl
ey Limited Industry
Opan Space/Public Facllities
7] Open Space

1 Public Facility
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Pacific Ave ¢
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Exhibit 10b | _
Land Use Plan {Map): North Venice ® Venice Canals e
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STORY | LA AS SUBJECT
he Lost Canals of Venice of America
I S e

by Nathan Masters
April 5, 2018 8:11 AMd

gHARE wreost|{id8) |89 78]

Ngantiofier rows thiough one of Venice of Ametica's orginal canals, now a paved roadway. Courtasy of the Los Angeles Public
Ljprary ﬁha}a Collaction.

o picturesque canals of Venice, California, are one of the seaside community's hidden charims,

cretediaway from the hustie and hustle of the famous boardwalk. But in Venice's satly years, the
 canals that survive today -- restored in the 18806 after decades of neglect -- were only a

sideshow. The main attraction - the original canals of Abbot Kinney's Venice of Ametica -- ara lost

t history, long ago filled in and now disguissd as residential straets.
% D e ]
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f 5 AR ALY ¢ Al 1) g gy
I Abbot Kinney's original ofan for Venico of Arnerica, All tho canals ploturad hond are now pavad reads. Courtesy of the Lo Angetss

Public Livraty Map Collcetion,

=] OCEAN PAREK — == '
YENICE CANAL SUBDIVISION

A B ) e (e »
| 1 #

" THIS BEAUTIFUL GANAL

b the Cavieitng LAk utwren Abbon Kinoey's Venker ¢ the Nord avd

1

: v
H i
Torms H i Fus Dot Bey oo e Jam
Rassanatite 11 i il
; P ER Cheapest Lots on the Market
/ £y PENIES F3 Sultable Dullding Restrictlons
H ., (T
“s.“;',ﬁ mTn T
N, i
T R P TR
7 _; rb-_vm;am;“—“r;’*'—m?r I?‘r“'"v‘aif—'-"—“,!‘“‘-"# '
Al m i bW
‘ STRONG & DICKINSON Robert Marsh & Co, .
H IR ROTTH SROADWAY. Lae Ssgrme 39 W. Ritmas SoRa
! T P ) ) I Mw_m.. o Ler Ragiins
| ;
‘ ' A 1910 advartizamoent for the Vonica Canal Subdivision, which encxapassed the canals thal survive ta this day. Gourdesy of tho

| Library of Congross,

The original Venlce of America canals helped make Kinnay's real estate development a succass.
Lots fronting the canals bacame a favorite choice for owners of the focal arusement concerns or
out-of-town tousists looking for & place to pitch & surmmer aottage. But by the 1820s, the canals
had bacome sean as an obstacla to progress. Many visitors ware now arriving by attormobile, but
Venice offerad zcares parking, and its strests were designad for padestrians, not miotorears, In the
eyes of business owners and city leaders, the canals looked like an opportunity to open up thelr
community to the automaohile,

I 1924, the city of Vanice -- then still an independent municipality « resolved to adapt its
transportation infrastructura for the automobile age. The two Pacific Electric trolleyways running

- through the city would be widened and paved -~ teday thay're appropriately named Pacific and
H Electric dvenues -- and the canals would be fillad in and convertad into public roads.

R

Residants resisted the mova. Those who livad along the oanals worriad that thelr homaes would
loza thelr waterfront appea), and many in the cormmunity questioned the logic of a city with the
nama of Venice but no canals. Most Importantly, property ownars rebelled against a spacial
assesaent that would be levied on thelr holdings to finance the conversion.
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VENICE

‘ THE COASTAL ACT
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L_ocal Coastal Program

LAND USE PLAN

Chapter i L L
INTRODUCTION

This plan has been gr_egféd fo comply with the California Coastal Act of
1978. The Coastal Act directs aach local government lying wholly ot parily

within the Coastal Zone to prepare a Local Goastal Program (LCP) for those
areas logated in the State's designated Coastal Zone, The Venice Coastal
Zone is the area generally bounded by Marine Streat on the north, the City-
Gounty boundary, Washington Boulevard and Via Marina on the south,
Linsoln Boulevard and Via Dolce on the east, and the Pacific Ocean on the
west (see Exhibit 1, Vicinity Map and Exhibit 2, Venice Coastal Zone Map).

ORGANIZATION OF THE VENICE LOocAL COASTAL PROGRAM

The Loecal Goastal Program (LCP) consists of a local government's land uze
plang, zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, and other implementing
actions which implament the provisions and polities of the California Coastal
Act at the Incal level, The LCP contains a Land Use Plan (LUP) and a Local
Implementation Plan (LiP),

The LUP consists of LCP Chapters 1 and 2, the maps entitled "Venice
Coastal Land Use Plan Maps”, and Exhibits 1 through 23 with the emphasis
placed upon establishing plan goals and defining policy. If indicates the
"kinds, location, and intensity of land uses, the applicable resource
protection and development policies and, whete necessary, & listing of
implementing actions."

The LIP will consist of LOP Chapter 3 and will contain the regulatory
controls and incentives for the systematic implementation of the LUP., The
LIP will be comprised of a specific plan and related implementing ordinances
and zoning map. The LIP will implement the certified LUP with specific
zoning dJesignations and development standards for all uses within the
Venics Coastal Zone.
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SumMmMARY OF COASTAL ISSUES

Chapter 3 of the California Goastal’ Act outlines the following 14 policy
groups which must be addressed, if applicable, in the LCP,

1. Shoreline Access

2. Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facifities

3.  Houslng o
4. Water and Marine Resources .~

5. Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shorgline Structures ~.

6. Commercial Fishing and Recreational Boating

7. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

8. Agriculture

9. Hazards

10, Forestry and Soils Resources

11, Locating and Planhing New Development

12. Coastal Visual Resources and Special Communities ‘
13. Public Works : . R
14. Industrial and Energy Development

The City and California Coastal Commission seek the widest possible public
input to identify local coastal izssues. To this end, the Department of City
Planning has had an ongoing program of citizen involvement. Starting in
1978 seven public mestings were held in both coastal and inland
communities, The 14 policy groups were distributed at the meetings fo
inform the public of the general scope of the coastal issues. I addition,
federal, state and local agencies ware contacted for their input.  City staff
and Coastal Commission staff held several subsequent meetings to
determine which of the 14 California Coastal Act policies applied i Venice,
to identify the extent to which existing plans met Coastal Act requirements,
and to delineate any potential confilcts between existing platis, development
proposals and the policles of the Coastal Act. The resuiting local issues
were transiated into a Work_Program, which was approved in 1879 by the
Crly and the Galfornia Coastal Commission, T he Work Program issues are

~“outlined in_Exhibt 3. Coastal policy groups which were considersd
inapplicable to the Venice Coastal Zone are Commercial Fishing,
Agriculiure, Forestry and Suils, and Energy Development.

Since 1979, the Coastal Act has been amended to remove the policies that

reiaied to the pratection of affordable housing In the ¢oastal Zone! The
~Tosponsibility for cafying-ouf theé provisions of Govemment  Code

Section 85916 (Affordable Housing) now rests with local govermnment, .
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, EXHIBIT 3
SUMMARY OF VENICE COASTAL ISSUES

Locating and Planning Residential Land Use and Development
New Development

+  Preservation of exisiing housing stack, and discouragement_of
'ﬂ( conversion of residential uses to commercial use where appropriate.

o R

. Provigion of very low, low, and moderate income housing for a ¢ross-
section of the population, including persons with special needs.

. lllagal conversion of residential uses o commercial uses & and illegai
"provision of resigential Uses..

+  Enforcement and regulation of encroachments into public rights-of-way.

Commeraial Land Use and Development

. Encouragement of coastal development, recreation, naighbarhood- and
vigitor-serving facilitios.

*  Regulation of development which is out of scale with e)astlng
'cT:mmunﬁy character,

Regulation of open-air vendors along Ocean Front Walk.

-

Over-davelopment of the Coastal Zone resulting in traffic congestion.
g S gt Sy gl

——rerarmT.

- Over-intensification of commeracial uses.

e

Industrial and Railroad Rights-of-Way Land Use and Development

= Preservation of the existing industrial land use base and employment
opporturnities,

. Regulation of the location and types of non-coastal-dependent
industrial uses.

»  Appropriate use of railroad rights-of-way,

Development within Natural and Recreational Resource Areas/
Protection of Views

. Protection of existing natural and recreational resources, including the
Venice Canals, Ballona Lagoon, Grand Canal south of Washington
Boulevard, and Venice Beach.

. Protection of coastal views and vistas.

VENIGe Locm Domsrar Prtiiam
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>§c Preservation of Venice as a Special Coastal Community

e TN

«  Preservation of community character, scale and architectural diversity.
« Development of appropriate height, density, Buffer and selback

standardz,
/m Development of a fandscape plan. -
Preservation of Cultural Resources Nt

Presatvation and restoration, where feasible and necessary, of

historical landmarks. '
«/ Designation of historical sites as historic-cultural monuments.

C/ Preservation of gignificant archeclogical sites.

Shareline Acgess Parking
+  Confiict between residential and beach visllor parking.

»  inadequsie signage of available parking for beach vigitors on weekends
resulting in added traffic congestion,

. Inadequate parking provided by non-conforming uses.

3 Inadequate off-strast parkin near or on the beach frontage for visitors
and residents.

. Intrusion of non-resident vehicles on residential sireets o locate
A avallable parking spaces.

. Preventing poliuted stormwater runoff from parking lots from entering
the Venice Canals and Ballona Lagoon.

Alternate Transit and Traffic Management

. Lack of adequate alternate public transportation systems, Including
shuttis systems; park and ride facilities; (bikeways;) and public bus
services.

- Lack of an adequate traffic management program to facilitate coastal
access to and within the Venice Coastal Zone.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

- Inadequate access to walkways due to lack of adequate parking
facilities.

+  Walk strests are often illegally used as private driveways and parking,

+  Openareas in activity nodes and special districts are often completely
surfaced with asphalt and conerete without provisions for pedestrian

- -y
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relief from the sun's heat and refleoted glare. Resting places or other
people-oriented accommodations are sgldom pravided.

and the westem sidewalk of Pacific Avenue from Driftwood Avenue to
Mildred Street is unimproved and cannot be used for public pedestrian
uses due to encroachments on public right-of-way and requirements
for buffers for habitat protaction.

i O The sastern sidewalk of Pacific Avenue from Via Marina fo Jib Strest

. Lack of pedestrian walkways along the banks of the Venice Canals
where the deteriorated sidewalks have been withdrawn from public
use,* and along the banks of the Ballona Lagoon.

*  lack of bicycle routes to complement existing and future
transportation modes,

+  Inadequate maintenance of walkways and hikeways.
’ Lack of convenient and secure bicycle (parking/storage) facilities

provided at public bulldings, retall uses, parks and muitiple family
housing developments,

ﬁ- Inadequate handicap access (e.g. vertical ramps) to the beach.
*

Recreation and Visitor- Inadequate public support facllities, such as bike racks and storage

Serving Facilities lockers, public restrooms, outdoor ealing aress, trash cans, recyoling
hins, etc.
k . inadequate visitor faciliies on or near the Peninsula south of
Washington Boulevard.
. Utilization of vacant, publicly owned lote on the Peninsula for
' ’ recreational purposes.
. Identification, pressrvation and enhancement of existing recreational

and visitor serving facilities, both private and public (including water
faucets and rastrooms).

+  Inadequate recreational opportunities and pedestrian amenities, such
as walkways, bikeways, walk street improvements, opan space and

viewing areas.
- Inadequate maintenance of public recreational facilities,
. - "l \

| Watér~and Marine . Enhancement and maintenance of hablfat value, including foraging

Rezources, habitat for the Least Tem, an endangered species.

Environmentally

Sensitive Habitat Areas +  Invasion of non-native plant species along the banks of the Venice .
' Canalg, Ballona Lagoon and in the intertidal habiiat zone.

«  Regulation of surface runoff into the canale and the provision of
adequate drainage.*

Vesior Lopay Qoasyar PROGRAM
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removed or replaced.

Replacement Unit: "<Any affordable housing unit to be provided as
replacement for an existing unit on a project site.

Replacemsent Parking: Any parking space to be provided as raplacament
for an existing parking space on a project site.

Roof Access Structure: An enclosed stairway or slevator housing that
provides access to a roof, but contains no storage, habitable or living area.

Sensitive Coastal Resource Areas: Those identifiable land and water
areas within the Coastal Zone of vital interest and sensitivﬂy_,_including the
oevwang,

Special marine and land habitat areas, wetlands, lagoons, and
ostuaries as mapped and designated in Part 4 of the Coastal Plan.

Highly gcenle areas.

&,
C b, Areas possessing significant recreational value.
G

d

Archaeofogical sites referenced in the California Coastline and
Recreation Plan or as designated by the Stats Historic Preservation
Officer.

Speciat communities or neighborhoods whith are significant visitor
dastination areas.

Q
Cf, Aréas that provide exigling coastal housing or recreational

opportunities for Jow- and moderate-income peréons.

g. Areas where divisions of land could substantially impalr or restrict
coastal acoess.

Service Floor; All areas where the customer can be served, except the
bathroom, including the indoor and oufdoor dining area, bar, waiting room

and tavern.

Seven-Foot Contour: The mean sea levet as defined by the U.S,
Geological survey,

Silver-Strand tLagoon Buffer Strip: The stip of land (lagoon buffer)
immediately adjacent {o the Baliona Lagoon as approved in Coastal
Commission Permit No. A-268-77, Permit Amendment No, A-266-77, and

Appeal No. A-266-77.

Special Coastal Community: An srea recognized as an important visitor

“~deslination cenier on fhe doastline, Charactenzed by a padicular eulturaf,

“historical, or architectural heritage that is distincfive, provides opporiunities

"{or padestrian and DICYSS sccess for VISHors to the COSET, and adds tu-te
— s
V) ne L AL
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